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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Tux print of the new Land Transfer Bill was not obtainable up 
to Thursday afternoon; hence our readers must their 
souls in patience as to its contents until next week. It would 
appear, however, from the ition of its provisions given in 
the Pall Mall Gazette (referred to below) that it is a very short 
Bill, and applies compulsion only on purchase. If current 
gossip is to be trusted, it amounts, in fact, to nothing more 
than baldly making the Land Transfer Act, 1875, compute. 








Tue supces of the Chancery Division met on Thursday 
afternoon for the purpose of settling the “selected list” of 
witness actions to be continuously tried at the Easter Sittings. 
We understand that there were provided for the use of the 
judges full lists of the actions in each cause book, together, in 
some cases, with the pleadings. The list is not likely to be 
published before this day (Saturday). 





Tue TRANSFERS of 60 actions to Mr. Justice Romer and of 34 
actions to Mr. Justice Wriecut, both dated the 10th of March, 
will be found in another column, and in each case we are able 
to print a list of the transferred actions placed in the order in 
which they stand in the cause books, being the order in which 
they are entitled to be heard. As regards both lists, a warning 
is — that the earliest of the cases will shortly come on to be 
heard. 





THERE HAS been a misconception with “eet to the retire- 
ment of Mr. G. F, Poxtock, the Senior Master and Queen’s 
Remembrancer. The report that he has retired is, we are 
informed, entirely without foundation. Probably it arose from 
the preliminary steps which have been taken for the introduc- 
tion into the offices of the courts of the Order in Council 
relating to the civil service which establishes compulsory 
retirement at sixty-five. 





Ir 1s ANNounceD that in Court of Appeal No. 1 the hearing of 
Chancery final — will be commenced on Tuesday, the 21st 
inst., and bes Pag the rsp oe - it a There will be 
about 22 a a few interlocutory appeals, 
all of which ananeh Sa: dapeotl to be — py ks the 
eight days before the courts rise for the Easter Vacation, The 
number of Queen’s Bench final appeals 
small that they will probably 
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On Fainay, the 10th inst., Mr. Justice Kexewicu stated 
that he expected not to be able to hear any witness actions 
during the Easter Sittings. This may prove to be the case, but 
we are bound to say that the learned judge’s expectation is not 
shared by some of the leaders of the bar, who estimate that 
the extra interlocutory work which the new arrangement will 
cast on those judges of the Chancery Division who are not 
engaged on the “selected list” will not be so great as to take 
up the time which would, but for this extra work, be 
occupied in the hearing of witness actions. 








WE rerer elsewhere to the obviously “inspired”? observa- 
tions which, in accordance with the usual practice, have appeared 
in the Pall Mall Gazette on the Land Transfer Bill, but it is worth 
while to consider in detail some of these remarkable utterances. 
We say ‘‘inspired observations ” because they bear on the face 
of them the marks of a writer acquainted with the provisions 
of the Bill. Thus, in the article which appeared on Tuesday, 
the writer says that the Bill of 1887, 1888, and 1889 “‘ was very 
long, in itself a strategical defect,” and remarks that, ‘‘ Pro- 
vided the Government Bill be a short one, and not too ambitious, 
° there seems very fair reason tv hope that it may reach 
the final stage at a considerably earlier date than many of the 
highly controversial measures with which the rest of the Glad- 
stonian programme is so liberally bedecked.” He further says 
that “ registration will only be compulsory on transfer.” It 
would appear, therefore, that the writer was familiar with the 
contents of the Bill before they had been published. It is to 
be short and not ambitious, and it is only to apply to regis- 
tration on sale. The authorship of the observations being thus 
ascertained, we turn with interest to the remarks on the Land 
Registry Office in the article of Tuesday. The public are 
informed, on this most unimpeachable authority, that 

‘Tue REGIsTRY Is IN EXCELLENT HANDS. Under the present registrar 
the number of titles annually registered has increased fourfold. It 
appears, from a Parliamentary return made some year or two ago, that 
the income from registration of title (apart from other branches of work 
lately undertaken by the office) suffices to pay expenses, instead of exhibiting 
(as formerly) a deficit of some thousands a year. There eeems no necd for 
any drastic changes of administration.”’ 


Again, we are told that 

“*The Land Registry (formerly a sowewhat languishiog and moribund 
institution) has been fur several years past increasing its popularity. 
Estates which under the old system took months to deal with in any way, 
mountains of parchment, reams of ‘brief’ and ‘draft’ and ‘foolscap,’ a 
whole bodyguard of experts cn cach side, and disbursements of varying 
and uncertain amount, ofien equal to two or three years’ rent, are now 
disposed of in the Land Registry in two days, at a fixed and trifling cost, 
AND OFTEN WITHOUT 11[B INTERVENTION OF ANY LEGAL MIDDLEMAN AT ALL’? 


Such, you see, is the change which may be wrought in a 
“moribund ” office when you get really able and deserving 
officials. And again, with regard to the ‘legal middleman,” 
we are told that 

‘* The cost of bringing land on to the register, in the only way ever pro- 
— to be made compulsory, is hardly above 1s. 6d. per £100 all round. 

e smallest cases cost about 12s. 6d., the largest (over £100,000 in value) 
have reached £40. What, we may well ask, are these expenses in com- 
parison with THz ETERNAL DRAIN OF ORDINARY LEGAL costs, of sales and 
mortgages under the old system °”’ 


Solicitors ought to be indebted to the writer of these observa- 

tions for making plain beyond all doubt what they have always 

asserted, that the Bill is promoted solely in the interest of the 

a Registry Office and in a spirit of the bitterest hostility to 
em. 








Tax Partiamentary Deposits and Bonds Act, 1892, has quite 
reversed the policy of the Legislature with regard to the dis- 
posal of moneys deposited to secure the performance of public 
undertakings, and in Re Manchester, Middleton, and District 
Tramways Co., Kexewicu, J., has recognized this by directing 
the costs of parliamentary agents to be paid out of the deposit. 
Formerly, both under the Board of Trade regulations and under 
the clause usually inserted in private Acts of Parliament, it was 
provided that, in the event of the undertaking not being com- 
pleted, the deposit should be applied, in the first instance, in 
compensating landowners and other persons whose property had 





been affected, and, subject thereto, should be either forfeited to 
the Crown or, in the discretion of the court, applied as part of 
the assets for the benefit of creditors. The promoters, there- 
fore, were quite debarred from obtaining any return of their 
money, and so were the shareholders. All such persons were 
responsible for getting up the company and leaving the work 
undone, and the forfeiture of the deposit to the Crown was 
meant either to punish them for the default or as a compensa- 
tion to the public: Re Lowestoft, §c., Tramways Co. (6 Ch. D., at 
p- 489). Moreover, it was quite within the discretion of the 
court whether creditors even should share, and hence there 
arose a distinction between meritorious and non-meritorious 
creditors. Non-meritorious creditors, among whom were 
reckoned the parliamentary agents, were those who had been 
instrumental in bringing into existence the defaulting or 
“paper” company, od they were excluded from sharing in the 
deposit. ‘To apply the deposit,” said Cmrry, J., in Birming- 
ham, §¢., Railway Co. (28 Ch. D., at p. 662), “in payment of the 
claim of the parliamentary agent would be inconsistent with the 
policy of the enactments, and operate as a direct encourage- 
ment to those who take part in bringing unsubstantial and 
abortive schemes before the Legislature.” Now, however, that 
by the Act of last session the Legislature has expressly 
authorized the High Court, after paying compensation and 
satisfying creditors, to return the deposit to the depositors, 
there is clearly no reason for maintaining this distinction, and 
parliamentary agents are entitled—at any rate as against the 
depositors—to rank with other creditors, and to be paid out of 
the fund before it is returned to the depositors. Upon this view 
of the statute Krexewicu, J., acted, though he intimated that 
there might still be a contest as between meritorious and non- 
meritorious creditors if the fund was not enough to satisfy both 
sets. 





Upon THE occasion of the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Re Taylor, Stileman, § Underwood (39 W. R. 417; 1891, 1 Ch. 
590) we pointed out that a solicitor, upon taking security for 
costs, ought expressly to intimate to his client his intention to 
retain his lien on papers in his possession ; and the necessity 
for this is further emphasized by the recent decision, also 
of the Court of Appeal, in Bissill v. Bradford and District 
Tramways Co. (Limited) (reported elsewhere). In one case 
— Balch v. Symes (T. & R., at p. 92)— Lord Expon said 
generally that ‘‘an attorney who takes a security abandons 
his lien,” but this was surely meant to affirm his pre- 
vious decision in Cowell v. Simpson (16 Ves. 275), where the 
abandonment of the lien was based upon the circumstance 
that the security—promissory notes payable three years after 
date—was inconsistent with it. So in Mobarts v. Jefferys (8 L. J. 
O. 8. (Ch.) 137) Lxacn, M.R., relied upon the fact that the 
security gave the solicitor interest on his costs, which could not 
have been claimed under the lien. So far, then, the lien was 
held to be waived, either upon the ground of the security being 
inconsistent with it, or upon the ground of the security giving 
an additional advantage. In the latter case it might be 
assumed that there was a new express contract excluding the 
old implied contract (¢f. Stokes’ oad of Attorneys, p. 74). 
Since, however, the solicitor can clearly retain the lien if he 
chooses to do so, the real ground must be that the taking of the 
security under such circumstances is indicative of an intention 
not to retain it, and so the rule was stated by Linpiezy, L.J., in 
Re Taylor, Stileman, § Underwood, ‘* Whether a lien is waived 
or not by taking a socurity depends upon the intention 
expressed or be inferred from the position of the parties and 
all the circumstances of the case.” And as to the ‘ position of 
the parties” he laid special stress upon the fact that they were 
solicitor and client. It is the solicitor’s duty to explain to the 
client the effect of what he is about to do, and hence if the 
solicitor does not expressly say that his lien is to continue, 
there is a primd facie inference that it is his intention to 
waive it. In Bissill v. Bradford and District Tramways Co. 
(Limited) an attempt was made to set up, as a special 
circumstance of the case rebutting this Pee lhl the fact 
that the security turned out to be of no value. But this 
was not inconsistent with the belief of the parties at the time, 
that it might be of considerable value, and the Court of Appeal 
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(Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Liyptey, L.J.), as in the previous 
case, drew from the silence of the solicitor an inference 
adverse to him. The point is one which solicitors should 
carefully notice. 


Tuz Court of Appeal (whose decision is reported elsewhere) 
have discharged the order made in Holmes v. Millage (ante, p. 
233) for the appointment of a receiver of the defendant’s 
salary. The defendant was employed by the proprietors of the 
Daily; Chronicle as their Paris correspondent, and, judgment 
having been obtained against him in the action for £500, the 
order was made by the Divisional Court (Day and Cottins, JJ.), 
in reliance upon the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25 (8), for the 
purpose of enforcing the judgment by way of equitable execu- 
tion. That section provides that a receiver may be appointed 
by the court ‘‘in all cases in which it shall appear to the court 
to be just or convenient that such order should be made.” We 
observed at the time (ante, p. 243) that it is very doubtful 
whether it can ever be “just or convenient” to appoint a 
receiver of unearned salary, and in Hamilton vy. Brogden (W.N., 
1891, p. 36) Norru, J., declined to appoint a receiver of un- 
earned directors’ fees, on the}ground that the effect of the appoint- 
ment might be to destroy the property. Apparently, the Court 
of Appeal would have been prepared to adopt a similar view in 
the present case, and they adverted also to the consideration 
that the appointment might be a serious interference with the 
business of the employer. But their decision was based upon 
the safer ground that before the Judicature Acts no such 
appointment could have been made, and that, although the 
Acts have increased the facilities for the appointment of re- 
ceivers, they have not altered the principles on which they are 
appointed. As to the first of these reasons, it is clear that the 
appointment of a receiver is not an independent form of 
execution applicable generally in all cases where there may be 
anything for a receiver to receive, but simply a process in the 
nature of equitable relief to remove some special hindrance to 
an ordinary legal execution. The receiver, as was said by 
Curry, J., in Wills v. Luf’ (36 W. R. 571, 38 Ch. D. 197), is 
receiver of some portion of the defendant’s property which is 
charged already with payment of the judgment debt, but which 
there is difficulty in reaching. And in Re Shephard (38 W. R. 
138, 43 Ch. D. 131) Fry, L.J., observed that a receiver was 
appointed by the Court of Chancery in aid of a judgment at 
law, when a plaintiff had sued out a proper writ of execution, 
and was met by certain difficulties in the nature of the property 
which prevented his obtaining possession at law. But in the 
case of unearned salary there is no property of the debtor which 
could under any circumstances be taken at law, and there is 
therefore no question of equitable process being required to 
remove special impediments to legal execution. And if before 
the Judicature Acts the Court of Chancery would have had no 
jurisdiction to appoint a receiver in such a case, it appears that 
the High Court has no such jurisdiction now. Undoubtedly the 
Judicature Acts give the High Court power to do what neither 
a court of law nor a court of equity could have done before, and 
ostensibly the only restriction is that the order shall appear to 
be “ just and convenient”: Smith v. Cowell (29 W. R. 227, 6 
Q. B. D. 75), Manchester, &c., Banking Co. v. Parkinson (37 
W. R. 264, 22 Q. B. D. 173). But this is subject to the general 
rule that the Judicature Acts deal with procedure only, and not 
with jurisdiction: North London Railway Co. v. Great Northern 
Railway Co, (31 W. R. 490, 11 Q. B. D. 30); and hence, where 
under the former law there was no jurisdiction to appoint a 
receiver, it is still impossible to do so, however “ just and con- 
venient” in the estimation of the plaintiff such a course may be. 





Tue anso.ute right of appeal to the Court of Appeal from a 
decision of the Admiralty Division of the High Court, altering 
the judgment of a county court in an admiralty cause, which 
was established in the recent case of The Dart (41 W. R. 153 ; 
1893, P. 33), rests upon what Kay, L.J., justly designated “a 
curious complication of legislation.” Shortly stated, this is how 
the right in question is demonstrated. The Judicature Act, 
1873, which came into operation on the Ist of November, 1875, 


gave no appeal from the High Court in any county court case 
without special leave (section 45), The ooniy Courts Act, 
1875, however, which came into force on the 2nd of November 
in the same year, by section 10 (which, it has been held, impliedly 
repeals so much of section 45 of the Judicature Act, 1873, as is 
inconsistent with it: Zhe Lydia, 37 W. R. 161, 14 P: D. 1), 
allowed such an ap to be brought, without leave first 
obtained, where the judgment of a county court sitting in 
admiralty had been altered on appeal. The whole of the County 
Courts Act, 1875, was afterwards itself repealed by the County 
Courts Act, 1888. As, however, the last-named statute, by 
expressly providing that such repeal shall not “revive” any 
enactment ‘‘not in force” at the commencement of the Act 
(section 188, sub-section 5), thereby recognized as valid and 
effectual the partial repeal, above mentioned, of section 45 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873. It follows, logically, that there must 
still be an absolute right of appeal to the Court of Appeal frem 
an altered judgment of a county court sitting in admiralty. It 
is to be regretted, however, that the framers of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, did not see fit to include therein a section 
declaratory of such right, instead of leaving it to be, as it is at 
present, a matter of somewhat difficult deduction from previous 
enactments. 





THE LAND REGISTRY (OFFICERS) ENDOWMENT 
BILL. 


THERE is a certain monotony in the procedure upon the intro- 
duction of a Land Transfer Bill. The first step is to summon a 
meeting of some obscure “ association,” more or less connected 
with building societies, and get them to pass a resolution in 
favour of the introduction of the Bill. Phis is supposed to 
shew that the great heart of the nation is panting with anxiety 
to see the Bill brought in. The resolution is directed to be 
conveyed by the chairman to the Lord Chancellor, That high 
officer, having duly received the national ‘‘ mandate,” can, of 
course, have no option but to give effect to it, and one can 
easily see how immensely his chance of success is increased by 
the unanimous and hearty support of the Tooley-street asso- 
ciation. 

This year, however, there would seem to have been a slight 
contretemps in this portion of the authorized ‘‘ program” (we 
believe that is the accepted spelling). ‘‘ The Building Societies 
Association,’’ who have hitherto represented the great national 
heart, retired from that responsible position. Were they dis- 
couraged by the result of their previous efforts, or were they 
passed over in favour of another body, or had they ceased to 
exist? Wedonot know. At all events, since the former “ pro- 
gram’’ must necessarily be adhered to as nearly as ible, a 
substitute was found. It was arranged that the ‘Free Land 
League” should summon a “conference” of officers of build- 
ing societies. The “conference” duly met. How many 
“ officers” were present report sayeth not. They duly resolved 
as per usual, but, sad to say, there was a fly in the ointment. 
In place of the usual joyous gy | and gladsome expecta- 
tion which characterized the “ Building ieties Associa- 
tion’s” routine meetings, there was some dissent, One 
“ officer” recommended the adoption of the registration of 
assurances. This shews how unsafe it is to deviate in even the 
smallest de from an established ‘‘ program.” Who ever 
heard of the ‘ Building Societies Association” hesitating to do 
their duty as representatives of the great national heart? Still, 
of course, we must bear in mind that if the ‘‘ Building Societies 
Association” was defunct, it could hardly have been decently 
disinterred for this special object; hence, we must not be too 
severe on the departure from accustomed routine. 

To continue the history. The resolution of the conference 
was duly directed to be “ conveyed by the chairman to the Lord 
Chancellor, urging that her Majesty’s Government should deal 
with the matter at the earliest opportunity.” We may assume 
that it was so conveyed. We may also assume that, by a very 
strange coincidence, the matter had already engaged the atten- 





tion of the Lord Chancellor, and that he had actually a Bill 
drafted on the subject. Nothing could be more fortunate. Yet 
‘the response to the mandate was delayed. The moeting was 
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held on the 27th of January, but it was not until the 10th inst. 
that the Land Transfer Bill was introduced. 

Remembering the next step in the invariable routine, we 
began, as soon as the notice of the first reading appeared, to 
look about in the daily papers, and especially in the Pall Mall 
Gazette, for articles intended to rouse popular enthusiasm. 
We were not nga The Bill was introduced on Friday 
afternoon last week, and on Tuesday afternoon we discovered 
an article. We draw attention to it elsewhere, and it will be 
found that it affords great instruction to solicitors and legislators 
as to the real design of the promoters of the Bill. There is, at 
all events, one advantage in the monotonous procedure accom- 
panying the introduction of a Land Transfer Bill. It gives 
fair warning to the profession, and enables them to make pre- 
parations for defence of their rights. And a still greater 
advantage is that the irrepressible newspaper “ chortlings ”’ 
generally reveal, with artless complacency, the scheme to destroy 
the solicitor, who is now contemptuously designated “ the legal 
middleman.” 

We are glad to know that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society have made full preparations beforehand for the 
event which has happened, and that the conduct of the opposi- 
tion could not possibly be in better hands. The two points the 
gamete have to remember are—first, that they must not be 
ed away by the impression that the Bill is not intended to pass, 
or cannot be passed owing to the pressure of other business. 
The Bill will be passed if it can possibly be done. And, 
secondly, solicitors must remember that the success of the 
opposition must largely depend on their personal efforts. The 
committee in Chancery-lane are as able, skilful, and determined 
as could possibly be desired ; but they alone cannot carry out 
the measures which will be necessary. Every solicitor must 
remember that the question now is whether the so-called “ legal 
middleman” shall continue or whether he shall be extinguished 
at the cost of the imposition on landowners of an enormously 
expensive and dilatory substitute. The matter cannot be better 
expressed than it is in the report of the Herefordshire Incorpo- 
rated Law Society : ‘‘ If the profession is to succeed in the future 
as it has in the past in defeating the more mischievous of the 
schemes which have been presented to the Legislature, indi- 
vidual members must co-operate both with the committees of 
their local societies and more especially with the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society. If members of Parliament and the 
public can only be made fully to understand the consequences 
of such measures as Compulsory Registration of Title and the 
like, and to appreciate the costs that any such scheme would 
impose on landowners, merely to provide official salaries and to 
increase the patronage of ministers, attempts at such legislation 
will never succeed.”’ 








THE “COMPOUND SETTLEMENT” UNDER THE 
SETTLED LAND ACT. ; 


Tne decision of Srrrtine, J., in Ailesbury v. lveagh (ante, p. 326) 
is not only at first sight somewhat startling, but an attentive 
—— of it will, we believe, raise doubts as to its correctness. 

nfortunately, owing to the manner in which the case came 
before the court, there is no hope of its being brought before the 
Court of Appeal. 

The facts of the case are somewhat complicated, but they may 
be stated shortly as follows. A jointure rent-charge was limited 
to a lady under a power contained in a strict settlement. 
During the lifetime of a tenant for life under that settlement, 
the first tenant in tail barred his estate tail and resettled the 
property, taking an estate for life only under the resettlement ; so 
that on the death of the tenant for life under the first settlement, 
the property became vested in the tenant for life under the 
second settlement subject to the jointure rent-charge created 
under the powers of the first settlement. The tenant for life 
sold under the powers of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and the 
question arose whether he could convey free from the jointure 
rent-charge? If the case had not been governed by the Settled 
Land Act, and if the sale had been made by trustees exercising 


the power of sale in the form usually adopted before 1883, it | 
would have becn perfectly clear that the power, if contained in | 
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the first settlement, would have determined on the death of the 
tenant for life of the first settlement owing to the estate tail 
having been barred ( Wolley v. Jenkins, 23 Beav. 53; on app., 3 
Jur. N. 8, 321: see this discussed 32 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 689), 
and, if contained in the second settlement, would not have over- 
reached the jointure, so that the concurrence of the jointress 
would have been necessary. If, therefore, it was possible to 
make a conveyance at the present day free from her jointure 
without her concurrence, the change in the law effected by the 
Settled Land Act would be, as described by an eminent convey- 
ancer in his argument, “‘ revolutionary.” 

The decision of Srixtinc, J., depended entirely on the inter- 
pretation he placed on the definition of “settlement” as con- 
tained in the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 2, which provides 
(sub-section 1) ‘‘ that any deed or other instrument or 
any number of instruments, whether made before or after the 
commencement of this Act, under or by virtue of which instru- 
ment or instruments any land, or any estate or interest in land, 
stands for the time being limited to or in trust for any persons 
by way of succession, creates or is for the purposes of this Act a 
settlement, and is in this Act referred to as a settlement, or as 
the settlement, as the case requires.” Sub-section 3: “Land 
and any estate or interest therein, which is the subject of a 
settlement, is for the purposes of this Act settled land.” Sub- 
section 4: ‘‘The determination of the question whether land is 
settled land for the purposes of this Act, or not, is governed 
by the state of facts, and the limitations of the settlement, 
at the time of the settlement taking effect.” By section 
20 the tenant for life can, on sale, convey the land ‘for 
the estate or interest the subject of the settlement,” so as 
‘to pass the land conveyed discharged from all the 
limitations of the settlement, . but subject to 
, all estates, interests, and charges having priority to the 
settlement.” The question, therefore, whether a tenant for life 
can convey free from any particular estate or interest resolves 
itself into this, Was that estate or interest carved out of the 
estate which was settled, or has it priority over it? Mr. Justice 
Srietine relied on the definition of “settlement” in the Act, 
and held that the original settlement and the resettlement con- 
stituted the ‘‘settlement,” so that the jointure rent-charge was 
an interest carved out of the estate which was settled; hence it 
followed that the tenant for life could convey the land free from 
it. 

In order to judge of the correctness of this decision we must 
consider the meaning of the words in section (2), sub-section (1), 
“ Any number of instruments , by virtue of which any 
i estate in land stands for the time being 
limited to ° any persons by way of succession . . . 
is for the purposes of this Act a settlement.” In attempting to 
construe this sub-section we must remember that the words “‘ by 
way of succession” are of importance. No one would say that 
a conveyance in fee simple to A. is a settlement within the 
meaning of the sub-section. If A., being seised in fee, assures 
the land to B. for life, with remainder to C. in fee, the deed 
by which he makes the assurance is a settlement; but although 
B. takes his life estate by virtue, not only of the deed in which 
the limitation to him for life is contained, but also of all prior 
assurances, including the conveyance to A. in fee, he would, 
according to the ordinary user of the words, be said to take by 
virtue of the second conveyance only, not by virtue of that con- 
veyance and of the conveyance to A. . The question resembles 
that which is sometimes discussed by students of philosophy, 
What is acause? In one sense of the word, a chain of facts 
running back to the creation of the world is the cause of every 
act that is performed at the present day, and each of those facts 
may be called one of its causes. But in the more usual sense in 
which the word “cause” is used, it means the fact which is the 
immediate cause. If the writer of this article had not been born 
it would not have been written, but it would not be in accord- 
ance with the ordinary user of language to say that his birth 
was one of the causes of the article being written. 

Now, to apply this reasoning to the case before Sriritne, J. 
Before the resettlement was made there was but one instrument 
by virtue of which the land stood limited to persons in succes- 
sion—namely, the original settlement: the settlement under the 
powers of which the jointure was created. Therefore a convey- 
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ance under the Act by the tenant for life under that settlement 
could have conveyed the land free from the jointure. 
his death, if there had been no disentail, the tenant in tail who 
succeeded him could (as being a person having the powers of a 
tenant for life) have conveyed the land in the tke manner. 
Now, suppose that the tenant in tail had barred his estate tail 
and acquired the fee without having made a resettlement; in 
this case on the death of the tenant for life the land would have 
vested in him in fee simple in possession ; it would not have 
been settled, the powers conferred by the Act would not have 
been exercisable because there would have been no settlement 
in force, and there would have been no method of conveying the 
land free from the jointure without the concurrence of the 
jointress. In the case that actually happened, as soon as the 
tenant for life under the first settlement died, the effect of that 
settlement was exhausted ; it was no longer one of the instru- 
ments by virtue of which the land stood limited to persons in 
succession ; the only instrument by virtue of which the land 
was limited to persons in succession was the resettlement. If 
this view is correct, the decision is erroneous, as the jointure 
was paramount to the estate settled by the resettlement. 

The correctness of the view above laid down is supported by 
section 2, sub-section 4, which provides that “the determination 
of the question whether land is settled land for the purposes of 
the Act, or not, is governed by the state of facts, and the limita- 
tions of the settlement, at the time of the settlement taking 
effect.” In the case under consideration, the only limitations 
that can take effect are those which are contained in the re- 
settlement ; it is impossible to say that they are contained in 
the original settlement, the effect of which as a settlement is 
exhausted. 

Mr. Justice Srrriinc appears to have considered that the mean- 
ing of the words in sub-section (4), ‘‘ settlement taking effect,” 
is the same as “ date of the settlement.” It is difficult to see why 
Parliament should have said one thing if it meant another, par- 
ticularly as there are many cases in which the date of a settle- 
ment and the time of its taking effect are different. Land is 
settled on A. for life, with remainder to B. in tail, with re- 
mainder to C. in tail. ©. creates and settles a base fee. Here 
the settlement may never take effect, C. may die without issue 
before his remainder vests in possession, or his remainder may 
be barred by the effect of a disentailing assurance executed by 
B. We may even take the case of a settlement made in con- 
sideration of an intended marriage, which never takes effect at 
all as a settlement if the marriage is not solemnized (Bond v. 
Walford, 32 Ch. D. 238). 

Assuming, however, that the view of the learned judge is 
correct, and that the words “ taking effect’ mean date, it must 
be remembered that these words are used with reference to the 
question whether certain land is settled land ; they have nothing 
to do with the question what is the settlement that affects the 
land. In the principal case the land would be equally settled 
land whether we regard the state of facts at the date of the 
resettlement or at the moment when it took effect by the 
death of the tenant for life under the original settlement. But 
the consequences of holding that the resettlement was to be 
taken into account as one of the instruments constituting ‘‘ the 
settlement” within the meaning of the Act as from its date or 
as from the time of its taking effect would be very different. 
If it is part of the compound settlement as from its date, it would 
be impossible for the tenant for life under the original settle- 
ment to sell under the statutory powers without obtaining an 
order of the court appointing new trustees, an inconvenience 
which would arise in every case of a family resettlement, and 
which is of an extremely serious nature. On the other hand, if 
the resettlement is not to be taken into account for the p 
of the Settled Land Act till it takes effect—i.¢., till the death of 
the tenant for life under the original settlement—this incon- 
venience would not arise, and as at the time when it takes effect 
it would be the only instrument containing successive limitations 
of land, it would be the “ settlement ” within the meaning of the 


Act. 
It may be asked what was the reason for defining “ settle- 
ment” so as to comprise several instruments ? @ answer 


appears to be that it is sometimes convenient to use more 
P a one instrument to settle the land, as in the common case of 








a conveyance of land to trustees for sale, with a declaration of 


On | the trusts of the proceeds by a separate’ deed. Also there are 


many cases where, as in the principal case, the settlement con- 
tains powers which are exercised, in which case the definition of 
“settlement” merely gives effect to the common rule that an 
instrument by which a power is exercised must be construed as 
forming part of the instrument by which the power was created, 

It should, perhaps, be added that the exercise of the statutory 
power of sale by a tenant for life presup that there are 
trustees of the settlement for the purposes of the Act. It appears 
somewhat difficult to reconcile this with the fact that in the 
great bulk, perhaps in all, of the compound settlements produced 
by the resettlement of settled land there are no trustees, and no 
possibility of creating trustees, of the compound settlement for 
the purposes of the Act without applying to the court. So that 
it rather appears as if the draftsman of the Act did not contem- 
plate the existence of a compound settlement consisting of a 
settlement and resettlement. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


In the House of Lords the Lord Chancellor has brought in a Bill to 
amend the Land Transfer Act, 1875, which has been read a first time, 
and the Sale of Goods Bill has been read a third time and passed. 
In the House of Commons the Rating of Machinery Bill, introduced 
by Mr. Hotuanp, has been read a second time by a majority of 287 
to 134, Mr. Fow Er intimating that in his opinion the House ought 
to deal with the question, but that it was impossible for the Govern- 
ment to take it up. 


VoLUNTARY CONVEYANCES.—In moving the second reading of the 
Voluntary Conveyances Bill Lord MacNAGHTEN said the House was 
asked to restore the real meaning of the Act of Elizabeth (27 Eliz. 
c. 4) by saying that voluntary conveyances which were perfectly 
honest should not be subsequently set aside. He thought the fraud 
was on the side of those who tried to upset such settlements. The 
Lord Chancellor that a change in the law was desirable and 
necessary, but said that the Bankruptcy Department were —— 
sive lest the rights of creditors might be interfered with by the Bill. 
He asked that sufficient time to consider this question might be 
allowed between the second reading and the committee stage. The 
Bill was read a second time. 


PLACES OF WorsHip ENFRANCHISEMENT Bitt.—In this Bill the 
House of Commons’ Standing Committee on Law have accepted 
amendments remodelling the definition of ‘‘lease” and altering 
slightly the definition of “ Baws of worship”; the latter expression 
is to mean “any church, , or meeting-house belonging to or 
held in trust by trustees within the ing of this Act, and used 


for religious worship.” The rest of the ition brings in “ any 
schoolhouse, manse or minister’s house, ny eg. andl or caretaker’s 
house, vestry, buildings, land, garden, or ial-ground ’’ appurten- 


ant to and held with the place of worship under the same lease or 
underlease. As to these words an amendment was accepted providin, 
that the buildings and lands to be benefited by the Act must be 

‘* in connection with a of worship.” An amendment introduc- 
ing the machinery of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act in substi- 
tution for the mode of purchase proposed by the Bill was rejected. 
An amendment was that clause 7 (consideration in respect 
of freehold) should : “The consideration to be paid in respect 
of the freehold reversion in the lease may be, at the option of the 
reversioner, a perpetual rent-charge.”’ As the clause now stands the 
consideration is to be a ren unless otherwise agreed. The 
discussion on the amendment was adjourned. 








The issue of the Law List for the present year contains all the con- 
venient features which have been introduced in recent years. 
these not the least useful improvement is the colouring 
edges of the pages containing the list of solicitors holding country 
certificates only. All the lists we have found brought up to 
date on the points on which we have consulted them. We may, 
perhaps, add a word as to the admirable clearness of the type—not 
an unimportant matter in a work of this kind. 

On Monday last in the House of Commons, in answer to Dr. Farqubar- 
son, Mr. Asquith said: By an unfortunate omission the Oaths Act of 1888 
does not define the form and manner in which the oath is usually adminis- 


tered in Scotland, that some tes and corcners 
are not acquainted with the Scotch procedure. I am about to issue a 
circular con’ the necessary information, and it will be sent to all 
justices’ clerks coroners. 
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The Duties of Solicitor to Client as to Sales, Purchases, and 
Mortgages of Land. By Epwarp F. Turner, Solicitor. Second 
Edition. By W. LLEWELLYN Hacon, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

Oaths and Affirmations in Great Britain and Ireland. Being a 
Collection of Statutes, Cases, and Forms. With Notes and Practical 
Directions for the Use of Commissioners for Oaths and of all Courts 
of Civil Procedure and Officers Attached Thereto. By Francis A. 
STRINGER, of the Central Office. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

A Compendium of the Law of Torts. Specially Adapted for the 
Use of Students. By Hucu Fraser, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at- 
Law. Second Edition. Reeves & Turner. 


The Insurance Register, 1893. Containing, with other Informa- 
tion, a Record of the Yearly Progress and the Present Financial 
Position of British Insurance Associations. By WILLIAM WHITE, 
Fellow of the Statistical Society. Twenty-fifth Year of Publication. 
Charles & Edwin Layton. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE CLAUSE IN WILLS FOR MARSHALLING LEGACIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Some little time after the passing of the Inland Revenue Act, 
1888, it was suggested in your paper that in order to save calcula- 
tions as to the respective values of the real and personal estates of a 
testator, a clause should be inserted in wills directing that the pro- 
ceeds of the real estate should only be applied in payment of legacies 
if the proceeds of the personal estate proved insufficient, and you were 
good enough to provide a form for the purpose. 

In the edition of Prideaux’s Precedents just issued (vol. ii., p. 564), 
as also in the former edition, a clause on the same lines appears, and 
a footnote states that a legacy payable out of real estate is subject 
to a higher duty than one payable out of personal estate. 

But should there not, in the case of legacies to the husband or wife 
of a testator, be an exception made to this general recommendation, 
for they have been, and still are, not chargeable with any duty, and 
would it not be advisable, therefore, always to make them payable 
out of the proceeds of real, in exoneration of the proceeds of personal, 
estate : 

Take the very common case of a testator providing for wife and 
children. Any legacy or annuity which is given to the wife, if pri- 
marily charged on the proceeds of real estate, would to that extent 
relieve the real estate of the payment of the £14 per cent. duty. If 
however, the legacy or annuity were charged on the proceeds of the 

mal, in exoneration of the proceeds of the real, estate, the whole 
real estate would have to bear the £1} per cent. duty. The personal 
estate would pay the same probate duty in each case. 

Bolton, March 14. THoMAS HARWoopD. 





THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Having just risen, unrefreshed, from a perusal of the Incor- 
porated Law Society’s latest memorandum (dated 3rd inst.), on the 
subject of the ‘‘ Conducting Fee” on a sale in lots by auction, I 
venture to ask the profession, through your columns, if it be not 
time that such a hideous congeries of inconsistent provisions and 
conflicting opinions as are unbeliad in, and have grown up under, the 
above should not be revised, and reduced from chaos to a harmonious 
system? Greater certainty at the price of a lower scale would be a 
distinct advantage. 

Or does such a task pass the wit of man? I trust not, and for the 
credit of the profession hope that it cannot much longer be said that 
it does uot even know on what principle (or rather on how many 
ag gras its own remuneration is supposed to be regulated. 

e 
‘‘ rule” cannot be cited as an instance of misrule ? E. 1874. 
March 








The Central Legal News says that a stranger who had been listening for 
two hours to a lawyer arguing a case in the Supreme Court asked ‘* What 
side is that gentleman on?” ‘‘I don’t know,” replied the cautious door- 
keeper ; “‘ he hasn’t committed himself yet.”’ 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
HOLMES v. MILLAGE—No. 1, 9th March. 


PracticeE—ExEcuTion—APromnTMENT OF Recetvern—Future Earnincs oF 
JupcmMent Destor—Jvupicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sun-secrion 8. 


The plaintiff recovered judgment for £500 against the defendant, who 
lived in Paris and had no asscts in this country. The defendant was the 
correspondent in Paris of a London newspaper, and under an agreement 
between him and the proprietors of the newspaper, he received from them 
a weekly salary of £8 8s. which was paid to him through a Paris banker. 
The plaintiff was liable to dismissal at a week’s notice. The plaintiff 
applied at chambers for the appointment of a receiver of all sums due and 
payable, or to become due and payable, to the defendant by the pro- 
prietors of the newspaper. The judge dismissed the application, but the 
Divisional Court (Day and Collins, JJ.) reversed this order and appointed 
a receiver. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Linptey, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said that the 
question to be considered on the appeal was whether a judgment creditor 
was entitled to a receiver of the future earnings of his judgment debtor. 
The common law writs of execution did not extend -to future income. 
The garnishee process did not reach it; nor was the statutory process of 
charging orders applicable to wages or other remuneration for personal 
services. Before the Judicature Acts the courts of common law had no 
jurisdiction to appoint a receiver: The Courts of Chancery had. They 
had not to deal here with cases in which the Court of Chancery interfered 
to enforce its own decrees against property the subject-matter of a suit in 
equity. They had nothing to do with a suit to enforce « charge created 
by the debtor. They had simply to deal with a case in which an ordinary 
judgment creditor sought the aid of a court of equity to enforce his judg- 
ment against property not capable of being reached by any common law 
process. The only cases of this kind in which the courts of equity ever 
interfered were cases in which the judgment debtor had au equitable 
interest in property which could have been reached at law if he had 
had the legal interest in it instead of an equitable interest only. 
This was explained in Salt v. Cooper (29 W. R. 553, 16 Oh. D. 
544), Wills v. Luff (36 W. R. 571, 38 Ch. D. 197), and Re Shephard 
(388 W. R. 133, 43 Ch. D. 131). The principle upon which alone 
this order could be supported before the Judicature Acts was that courts 
of equity gave relief where a legal right existed, and where there were 
legal difficulties which prevented the enforcement of that right at law. 
The existence of a legal right was eseential. The judgment debtor here 
had a legal right to be paid his debt, but not out of the future earnings 
of his debtor; and the Court of Chancery had no jurisdiction to prevent 
him from earning his living or receiving his earnings unless he had him- 
self assigned or charged them. If the defendant were in this country the 
plaintiff would have no right upon any principle of equity to a receiver of 
his earnings ; and the defendant’s absence abroad did not give the plaintiff 
any better right. The present case, therefore, could not be brought within 
any principle applicable to the appointment of receivers by the Court of 
Chancery before the Judicature Acts. Section 25, sub-section 8, of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, said that a receiver might be appointed where it was 
‘* just or convenient.’’ A receiver could now be appointed by any divi- 
sion of the High Court on a motion or summons without the necessity of 
a fresh action. In North London Railway Co. v. Great Northern Railway Co. 
(31 W. R. 490, 11 Q. B. D. 30) it was held that the phrase ‘‘ just or con- 
venient’ did not justify the granting of an injunction in a case in which 
no injunction could have been granted by any court before the Judicature 
Act. The same reasoning applied to the appointment of a receiver. The 
principles on which the jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery rested had 
not been changed : Manchester and Liverpool District Banking Co. v. Parkin- 
sen (37 W. R. 264, 22 Q. B. D. 173). They could not hold the appointment 
of a receiver in a case in which no court could have granted a receiver 
before the Act to be just or convenient within the true meaning of section 
25, sub-section 8, of the Judicature Act, 1873. Such an order as this 
might be anything but just or convenient to the newspaper affected by it. 
Unless « person had assigned or charged his future earnings, or had made 
a sum payable out of them, they could not be prospectively impounded by 
any of his creditors by any ordinary process of execution, whether legal 
or equitable. The order appealed from was not warranted either by the 
Judicature Acts and rules, or by any principle by which courts of law or 
equity were guided before those Acts were passed.—CounsgL, Forman ; 
Philbrick, Q.C., Ellis J. Griffith, and Arnold Herbert. Soxtcrrons, Colyer § 
Colyer ; Dixon, Weld, $ Dixon, for Sewell § Maugham. 

{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WHITE +. COHEN—No. 1, 14th March. 


{County Covrt—Pracrice—Cosrs—Action commeNcev tN Hicu Covrt 
*‘order” is only productive of disorder, and what | 


AND TRANSFERRED To County CourT—JUDGMENT FOR LESS THAN £20— 
County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 65, 116. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of a Divisional 
Court (Lord Colaridge, C.J., and Cave, J.), reported ante, p. 215. An 


action founded on contract was brought in the High Court, and trans- 
ferred under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, to the City of 
London Court. At the hearing the plaintiff obtained judgment for less 
than £20. The judge of the City of Londen Court affirmed the refusal of 
the registrar to tax the plaintiff’s costs, holding that section 116 of the 


County Courts Act precluded the plaintiff from recovering any costs. 
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The Divisional Court held that on the authority of Harris v. Judge, 
(41 W. R. 9; 1892, 2 Q. B. 565), section 116 of the County Courts Act 
applied to actions commenced in the High Court and afterwards trans- 
ferred to. the county court, and they upheld the decision of the judge of 
the City of London Court. The plaintiff appealed. It was on 
his behalf that he was entitled to have his costs taxed on the county court 
scale. The effect of section 65 was that when an action had been trans- 
ferred to a county court under that section, then, so far as regarded the 
costs of the proceedings in the county court, the action was to be 
treated as if it had never been in the High Court at all. An order 
allowing a plaintiff to tax his costs under exactly similar circumstances 
had been made in Armitage v. Fison (67 L. T. N. 8. 415) @ case decided by 
Day and Charles, JJ. This case had not been called to the attention of 
the court below. Section 116 was inapplicable to actions transferred to 
the county court, and must be confined to actions brought and tried in 
the High Court, or at any rate it only applied to costs in the High Court 
up to the moment when the action was transferred to the county court. 
The decision in Harris v. Judge was consistent with this view. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., and Linptey and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the judgment of the Divisional Court, and dismissed the appeal. 
—CounsEL, Hume Williams and Herdman ; Haldinstein. Sotscrtors, Henry 
Pumfrey ; Prince, Ayres, § Austen, 

{Reported by F. G. Rucxen,Barrister-at-Law. } 


GRAHAM AND WIFE +. MAYOR, &c., OF NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE 
—No. 1, 15th March. 


Hicuway — Limrration or Action — Svurveyror or Hicuways — Urpan 
Avtuority—Hicuway Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Wm. 4, c. 50), ss. 26, 109— 
Pustic Heattn Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 144, 264. 


The plaintiff with his wife were driving along a street in Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne on January 22, 1892, and the female plaintiff was injured by reason 
of the vehicle coming into contact with a heap of snow which was lying 
in the roadway. The snow had been removed by the defendants as sur- 
veyors of highways from. other streets under section 26 of the Highway 
Act, 1835, and collected in the street in question. The action was com- 
menced on July 13, 1892, in the Newcastle County Court, when the judge 
entered judgment for the defendants, upon the ground that, under section 
109 of the Highway Act, 1835, the action ought to have been commenced 
within three months after the cause of action arose. The Divisional Court 
(Lord Coleridge, C.J.. and Cave, J.) dismissed the appeal. The plaintiffs, 
by leave, appealed. It was contended for the plaintiffs that as urban 
authorities were made surveyors of highways by section 144 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, section 264 of that Act applied, which provided that an 
action in respect of anything done or intended to be done by any local 
authority under the provisions of that Act must be commenced within six 
months after the cause of action accrued, and that, therefore, this action 
was brought in time. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that they had to make up their minds whether they 
agreed with the decision of Grove and Denman, JJ., in Taylor v. Meltham 
Local Board (47 L. J. C. P. 12, 26 W. R. Dig. 95), or with the decision of 
Cave, J., in Burton v. Mayor, §c., of Salford (31 W. R. 815, 11 Q. B. D. 
286). The Public Health Act, 1875, left the Highway Act, 1835, 
untouched as to every part of the management of highways. It made 
corporations and local boards surveyors of highways within their district. 
It left other surveyors of highways untouched. It merely made a different 
classof persons surveyors of highways, but it left them to act under the 
Highway Act, 1835. Anything a corporation had to do as surveyors of 
highways they did under the Highway Act, 1835. That being so, they 
were subject to the liabilities and entitled to the privileges of a surveyor 
of highways under the Highway Act, 1835. His lordship adopted the 
reasoning of the judgment of Oave, J , in Burton v. Mayor, §c., of Salford, 
and, applying it to the present case, the limitation of three months 
fied in section 109 of the Highway Act, 1835, was applicable. The present 
case might be put upon the narrow ground that the act of connatiiner the 
snow from the streets was expressly done under the powers of section 26 
of the Highway Act, 1835, and therefore the three months’ limitation in 
section 109 applied. But he preferred to put it upon the broad ground 
that for every act done by a corporation as surveyors of highways their 
rights were governed by the Highway Act, 1835. He could not agree with 
the decisions in Zuylor v. Meltham Local Board and in Kay y. Atherton Local 
Board (42 J. P. 792), and those cases must be overruled. 

Lrypiry and Lopzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsget, Lowenthal; Channell, 
Q.C., and John Strachan. Soxtcrrors, Dix ¢ Warlow, for Keenlyside, Forster, 
§ Forster, Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; Hill Motum, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MURRAY AND OTHERS, JUSTICES OF THE PEACE FOR THE CITY 
OF MANCHESTER v. FREER—No. 1, 10th March. 


Licensinc Acrs—I.apse or Licencs—Drscretion or JUSTICES TO REFUSE 
Transrgr—Licensine Act, 1828 (9 Gro. 4, c. 61), s. 14—Wive anp 
Brgruouse Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 27), ss. 8, 19. 


This was an — by the justices of Manchester from a decision of a 
divisional court (Pollock, B., and Vaughan Williams, J.) (1893, 1 Q. B. 
281), affirming on a case stated the reversal by quarter sessions of the 
refusal by the licensing justices to renew a ce. The Pheasant 
Inn, No. 155, Charter Street, Manchester, was continuously licensed for 
the sale of beer to be consumed on and off the from a date prior 
to the 1st of May, 1869, until the 10th of October, 1891, when the certificate 


6 of 32 & 33 Vict. c. 27, which had been in force from the 10th of October, 
1890, expired. In December, 1890, Faulkner, the then holder of the cer- 
tificate and licence, who was a tenant of the house, was convicted of per- 
mitting drunkenness in the said house. At the annual licensing 
sessions, held on the 27th of August, 1891, for the city of Manchester, the 
justices, on an objection being made to the renewal of the licence by the 
superintendent of police for the district, adjourned the cotisideration 
thereof to the 10th of September, and on that day Faulkner — to 
them for a renewal of the licence, which was refused. Faulkner not 
appeal from this refusal, but on the 5th of October, 1891, he gave up pos- 
session of the house to the respondent, Freer. On the 9th of October, 
1891, the respondent gave notice under section 14 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61 of 
his intention to apply to the sessions for a transfer of the licence, 
and in pursuance of that no he applied, on the 17th of November, 
1891, for a transfer of the licence to him. It was contended on his behalf 
that the justices could only refuse the transfer upon one of the four 
grounds set forth in section 8 of 32 & 33 Vict. c. 27, and it was 
admitted by the justices that if their discretion was limited to such four 
grounds the respondent was entitled to the transfer. The justices were, 
however, of opinion that there was then no licence in force in 
of the house, inasmuch as it had expired on the 10th of October, 1891, and 
that, the renewal having been refused, and the refusal not appealed against, 
the licence had not been grented by way of renewal from time to time, soas 
to entitle the respondent to the benefit of section 19 of 32 & 33 Vict. c. 27 
and section 7 of 33 & 34 Vict. c. 29, and that in dealing with the applica- 
tion they were not limited to the said four grounds of refusal, but were at 
liberty to exercise their discretion and take into consideration the nature 
of the neighbourhood and its requirements and the history of the house. 
The justices therefore refused the application. The respondent appealed to 
the quarter sessions, who granted the transfer of the licence, subject to 
a case for the opinion of the court. The Divisional Court upheld the deci- 
sion of the quarter sessions, and held that at the date of the application 
the licence was in force within the meaning of section 19 of 32 & 33 Vict. 
c. 27, and that the justices’ power of refusing the transfer was limited to 
the four grounds set forth in section 8 of that Act. From this decision 
the justices appealed. 
Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Livpiey and Lorrs, L.JJ.) allowed 


the appeal. 

Lord I Esuer, M.R., said that the court had to consider two sections in 
two different Acts. The first was section 14 of 9 Geo. 4,c. 61. That section 
allowed the respondent to be a proper applicant for the licence; but the 
section did not go = 4 further than that, it did not in any way deal with 
the application. en such an application as this came before the 
justices the magistrates had a very large discretion, unless the case came 
within section 19 of the Act of 1869 (which was the other section the court 
had to construe), but if it did, then the magistrates were limited in the 
exercise of their discretion to the four cases mentioned in section 8 of that 
Act. Therefore, the question was, What was the proper construction of 
section 19, and did this case come within it ? Section 19 said that ‘* where 
on May 1, 1869, a licence under any of the said recited Acts is in force with 
respect to any house or shop for the sale, by retail, therein, of beer, cider, 
or wine, to be consumed on the premises, it shall not be lawful for the 
justices to refuse an application for a certificate for the sale of beer, &., 
except upon one or more of the grounds upon which an ne for a 
certificate for the sale of beer, &c., may be refused in accordance with this 
Act.’ If that section had stood alone it would have been impossible to 

ut but one interpretation upon it. The construction of the section had 
ae dealt with in Hargreaves v. Dawson (24 L. T. 428) and Reg. v. Curzon 
(21 W. R. 887), and in those cases the court had decided that the words 
‘¢ where a licence is in force on May 1, 1869,”’ in that section meant that the 
licence had been in existence on May 1, 1869, and had continued to beand 
was in existence at the time when the application was made. If that was 
the true construction it was really not uted that the licence in this 
case had ceased to exist at the time when the application was made. The 
court would not overrule these two decisions. The jurisdiction of the 
justices was therefore not limited, and the appeal must be allowed. 

Liyptey and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covnsa, 
Sir Charles Russell, A.G., Joxeph Walton, Q.C., and Avory ; Finlay, Q.C., 
Poland, Q.C., and J. M. Yates. Soxrcrrors, Cobbett, Wheeler, & Codbett, 
Manchester ; Hockin, Raby, § Beckton, Manchester. 

[Reported by F. O. Ropryson, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re C, J. HILL’S REGISTERED TRADE-MARK—Chitty, J., 10th March. 


Trape-Marnk—Rectirication or Recister—AppED Worps—Worps CAL- 
CULATED TO DecRIvgE—ALTERATION or ReaisterEp Mark—Trape-Marks 
Reowrnation Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 91), #8. 6, 10—Parents, 
Desions, anp Trape-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), ss. 73, 


90, 92. 
This motion to rectify the register soraging © mate ae 
orer ree Peay prey As was 


pp aewr ee Rage mark consisted of a tree and the * Forrest 


London,” the tree standing between the two ~ 
licants on their affidavits, but the 
them by 
reacon of their fraud: Leather Cloth Co. v. American noe Gs Co. (12 





of justices granted in respect of the said house, pursuant to eections 5 and 


of on the ground that these words were calculated 

and had been used for such purpose. Leas Se ees Ve eee 
the that no costs should be | for on their bebalf in any 
case. It was then contended that relief could not be 

W. R. 289, 4 De G. J. & 8, 137) It was also contended for the respond- 
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ent that no exclusive right was claimed to the words, which were of 
common use in the Coventry watch trade; that he was entitled to add 
them to his mark under section 10 of the Act of 1875; and that, even if 
they ought to be struck out, the court had jurisdiction to vary the entry 
in the register, under section 90 of the Act of 1883, by striking out the 
words complained of alone. It was objected for the Comptroller that the 
mark would be a different mark as altered, and reference was made to sec- 
tion 92 of the Act. 

Curry, J., said that the question was one between the respondent and 
the public, and not between the applicants and the respondent: Eno v. 
Dunn (39 W. R. 161, 15 App. Cas. 252, at p. 264). The contention that the 
evidence shewed the applicants to be so tainted with fraud that their 
application ought not to succeed was therefore irrelevant. It might have 
been different if there had been any question of costs, but the applicants 
in any case did not ask for costs. His lordship then threw aside the 
merits or demerits of the applicants. Next, the respondent said that he 
was entitled to add under the Act of 1875 any letters, words, or figures, 
or combination of letters, words, or figures, to his mark. His own 
evidence shewed that watchmakers at Coventry were in the habit of 
putting the words ‘‘ Forrest London”’ on watches of their manufacture, 
and as against him, at any rate, this might be taken as true, whether it 
was proper or improper on their part todo so. Were these words as used 
by the respondent, then, a mere innocent addition to his mark? It was 
plain on the evidence that they were material words, and that the 
respondent had been claiming an exclusive right in them. Directly it 
was clear that any part of a mark was calculated to deceive, the court 
would not allow the mark to stand in the register: see section 6, which 
modified section 10 of the Act of 1875, and ¢f. the Act of 1883, s. 73. 
The words ‘‘ Forrest London” in the respondent’s mark were calculated 
to deceive, and were intended to deceive, and their user after registration, 
which was material, shewed use for the purposes of deceit. On these 
grounds the mark ought not to be allowed to stand. But should the 
offending part only, or the whole of the mark, be struck out? In his 
lordship’s opinion, when words were intended themselves to be part of a 
mark, there was an entire mark, and the whole of the obnoxious thing 
ought to be struck out. If he left the tree on the register he would be 
allowing part of the mark only to stand, the words appearing on the 
evidence to be a material part of the mark. The court had a discretion, 
and it ought to be so exercised, but the order would be without prejudice 
to any future application of the respondent to register ; the comptroller’s 
costs to be puid by the respondent.—CovunseL, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and 
Sebastian ; Willis Bund ; Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, Merriman, Pike, § Merri- 
man ; Crowders § Vizard ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by J. F. Watry, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


PERSIAN INVESTMENT CORPORATION (LIM.) ». PRINCE MALCOLM 
KHAN—Chitty, J., 14th March. 


Conrract—Sate—Totrat Farvre or Consrperation—Svunsect or Saiz 
NON-EXISTENT AT Time or Contrract—Recovery or PuncHasE-MONEY— 
Fotiow1nG PurcuAsk-MONEY INTO HANDS OF Turirp Parry. 


The defendant, being concessionaire of a right to hold lotteries in Persia, 
sold it to the Anglo-Asiatic Syndicate in October, 1889, for £120,000, part 
of which was paid at the time. On the 15th of November one Thorley 

to purchase the concession on behalf of a company about to be 
formed for the purpose of buying it—viz., the plaintiff company. The 
plaintiff company were registered on the 26th of November, and adopted 
Thorley’s agreement on the 13th of December, that being the principal 
object of their memorandum of association. They paid £20,000 as deposit 
for the purchase-money to the syndicate on the 16th of December by a 
bearer cheque, which the syndicate handed over to the defendant in part 
= ot their debt to him. The defendant was apprised by telegram 
tween the 5th and 8th of December that the concession had been revoked. 
The plaintiffs and the syndicate were unaware of this at the date of suca 
payment. The plaintiffs contended, first, that, owing te the total failure 
of the consideration, the contract of the 13th of December was a breach of 
trust by the directors, and that the £20,000 was trust money, which they 
were entitled to follow into the hands of the defendant; and, secondly, 
that they could recover the money as money had and received. 

Curry, J., said it was unquestionable on the facts that the contract of 
sale by the defendant to the syndicate was a valid contract. Subsequent 
revocation of the concession would not have avoided that contract. It 
was similar to the case of the sale of a life annuity, both parties bargaining 
on the footing that the annuity was subsisting at the time of the contract. 
If it was, the contract stood, though the annuitant died immediately after 
it was entered into. It was contended that the money was trust money ; 
but, although there were authorities that money paid away altra vires by 
directors of a company could be followed as trust money into the hands of 
anyone taking with notice, there was no general rule that the money of a 
limited liability company was trust money. Here the transaction was 
directly within the powers of the company. The directors might have 
been guilty of negligence, and, if so, they would be liable. The plaintiffs 
declined to say whether they were so or not. In his lordship’s opinion, in 
ordinary transactions there was no distinction between the money of an 
ordinary individual and a limited liability company, and he declined to 
hold that, in such a case as the present, the money could be followed as 
trust money. As to the second head—viz., money had and received—Lord 
Mansfield eaid that action lay for money which ex aequo ct bono the defendant 
ought to refund (Moses v. Macferlan, 2 Burr. 1012); but it was equally well 
known that this wide proposition had not been upheld to anything like its 


full extent by subsequent authorities. It was clear that money paid where 
there was a total failure of consideration could be recovered. In such action 
the plaintiffs did not recover the actual coins paid, but an equivalent sum. 





There was no question of following the money. It was argued that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to recover this money as earmarked from the defend- 
ant, and authorities relating to specific chattels wére relied on. They had 
no bearing on the question. Unless goods were sold in market overt or in 
some other binding way the owner could follow them into anyone’s 
hands, and bring an action of trover, or if he preferred he could 
adopt the sale and recover the price, but until this approbation the 
property in the goods was unchanged. This was not an action to 
recover the cheque. ‘That was already cashed and in the possession of the 
plaintiffs. It was an action to recover the proceeds of the cheque. It 
was immaterial that the payment was made by cheque and not in coin for 
the simple reason that when a cheque was paid and accepted in payment 
of a debt it was a conditional payment in cash, the condition being that it 
would be paid in due course, as was done here. If it had not been pre- 
sented and the bank had failed it would have been a good payment. It 
was unquestionable that the syndicate owed the money to the defendant 
and could not have escaped liability. They paid a debt justly due. It 
was contrary to principle to say this was a case in which the money could 
be followed at common law. It was remarkable that the syndicate were 
not sned, threatened, or even asked to pay. It was said they could not 
pay, but how could the fact of » debtor being impecunious give a right to 
sue the defendant, a third person. If the money was recovered the syndi- 
cate’s debt to the defendant would remain or revive. In the annuity case 
of Strickland v. Turner (7 Ex. 208) the money was recovered from the 
annuitant’s executrix, to whom it was paid without prejudice to any ques- 
tion, and the case was no authority for following money into the hands of 
a third person. Action dismissed, but, defendant’s counsel leaving the 
matter in the hands of the court, without costs.—CounsgL, Latham, Q.C., 
and Swinfen Eady; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., Levett, Q.C., and Grosvenor 
Woods. Soustcrrons, Arber § Lewis ; Campbell, Reeves, § Hooper. 
[Reported by G. Row.anp Aston, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GOODE +. THE LADIES’ DRESS ASSOCIATION (LIM.)—North, J., 10th 
March. 


Company—CovENANT AGAINST ALTERATION OF ARTICLES—RESOLUTION OF 
GeNERAL Megtina. 


This company was registered in May, 1877. Article 113 provided that the 
remuneration cf the founder should be ten certificates, the holder for the 
time being to be entitled, as therein mentioned, to a commission of one shil- 
ling per cent. on the gross sales of the company. Article 114 provided that 
the holders of the certificates were not by virtue thereof to be members of 
the company, and were not to be entitled to interfere in the management 
thereof, except as mentioned in article 116 below. Article 115 provided 
that the company were not to be bound by any legal or equitable right in 
respect of the certificates, except an absolute right in the bearer, and 
article 116 provided that a majority of the holders of the certificates might, 
as therein provided, appoint a fit person to act as director of the company, 
with powers as full as those of the other directors, but without remunera- 
tion, the said director to remain in office till he resigned or a new appoint- 
ment was made. These provisions were contained in the agreement for 
the formation of the es raged made between W. 8. Buxton, as trustee, and 
A. Pulbrook, the founder of the company. The company issued ten 
certificates, upon which the above articles were indorsed, and therein 
covenanted with the holder of each certificate not to alter any of the said 
articles without the written consent of the holder. The certificates stated 
that the holder might transfer the certificate by delivery thereof free from 
any equity between the company and any holder. On the 15th of Decem- 
ber, 1892, Mr. Goode was appointed a director under article 116. At two 
extraordinary general meetings, held on the 13th of February and the Ist 
of March a resolution was duly striking out article 116 from the 
articles of association of the company, and it was also resolved that Mr. 
Goode should be removed from the office of director. On the 20th of 
February Mr. Goode, the plaintiff in this action, purchased two of the 
certificates from Mr. Pulbrook. This was a motion on behalf of the 
plaintiff in the action to restrain the defendants, the company, and the 
other directors thereof from preventing the plaintiff from acting as one of 
the directors of the company. It was contended for the plaintiff that the 
company were bound by their covenant in the certificate made in 
pursuance of the agreement, and that they could not alter the articles to 
the prejudice of persons to whom they were bound by contract. And for 
the defendants that the plaintiff was not a party to the agreement or the 
certificate. 

Nortn, J., said that article 116 had been duly revoked, and was thence- 
forth non-existent. The striking out of that article, together with the 
resolution passed to remove Mr. Goode, had determined his status as 
director. The provisions as to not altering the articles were now no 
longer therein, and if they had been the case of Walker v. London Tramways 
Co. (12 Ch. D. 705) shewed that any such attempt was inoperative. The 
court had no power to compel the company to continue Mr. Goode in the 
office of director, and the motion must therefore be dismissed.—Counset, 
Swinfen Eady ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and B. Denniss. Soxtcrrors, Hasties ; 
Nunn § Popham. 

[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BACON, GRISSELL v. LEATHES—Kekewich, J., 14th March. 


ADMINISTRATION —ANNUITY—TENANT FOR LirE—REMAINDERMAN—CoRPUS 
or Income. 


The husband of the testatrix granted three annuities secured by his 
bond, and died, having by his will made the testatrix his universal legatee ~ 


and sole executrix. By her will she gave her residuary estate to L. for 
life, with remainder to his children, and in default of children to G. for 
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life and her children. L. was unmarried. Substautially the whole of the 
testatrix’s property was derived from her husband. The question raised 
in this case was whether the annuities were — out of capital or 
income of the estate of the testatrix, or out of both capital and income, 
and in what proportions. 

Kexewicn, J., said: On principle, and apart from authority, I should 
have thought that there was no room for doubt concerning the relative 
rights of tenant for life and remainderman. An annuity for life, secured 
by bond or otherwise, is only distinguishable from a debt for a lump sum 
payable in instalments in this, that there is necessarily a doubt how long 
the annuitant will live, and the liability for each periodical payment 
sesipeye of the contingency. This, however, could not make the annuity 
ess a charge on the estate liable to pay it, or impose any greater burden 
on a limited owner than would attach to him if the contingency did not 
exist. If it be necessary or convenient to raise the charge by sale of the 
entire estate, or part of it, he would from time to time lose the income of 
so much capital as is employed in meeting the charge, and if, instead of 
a sale, recourse is had to a mort , he will be bound to keep down the 
interest on that mortgage, and his income would be reduced to that 
extent. But this seems to be the limit of his liability, and he cannot be 
required to provide in advance, to his detriment, for payments which may 
never become due. It must be a matter for arrangement and considera- 
tion in each case what part of the settled property must be sold, or what 
sum raised by mortgage to satisfy the annuitants’ demands and make 
provision for the future so far as provision can be reasonably made. If 
the tenant for life is able and willing to meet the periodical payments, it 
may be convenient to the estate that he should do so, and he will be en- 
titled to a ws the gence poo Tage: nob fadine t be much as 
a r. His lordship ex surp! at not finding the point, as 
eno tf chadahieation ponaliinn, established beyond doubt, and Fought 
that the real reason for this should be sought in the acknowledged rights 
of both annuitants and beneficiaries not requiring judicial decision. The 
authorities cited appeared to him to recognize such a rule, and only to 
apply it differently because each had to deal with different circumstances. 
His lordship declared that the order to be drawn . should in substance 
follow that made in Re Muffett, Jones v. Mason (37 W.R. 9).—Counset, 
Ingle Joyce ; Ingpen; G. W. Tallents. Soxicrrors, Gregory, Rowcliffe, § Co. ; 
Hopgqoods § Dowson. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. j 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE FEDERAL BANK OF AUSTRALIA (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, 
J., 11th March. 


Company—WINDING Up—JvuRISDICTION—ForEIGN CoMPANY HAVING Brancu 
Orrick iv Eyotanp—Pxnpine Foregicn Liqurpation—Compantgs Act, 
1862, s. 199, sun-sEcrion (2). 


The above-named company was incorporated in 1881 as a company with 
liability limited by shares under the provisions of the Companies Statute, 
1864, of the Colony of Victoria, Asestelin: but not under the Companies Acts 
of this country. The registered office of the company was situate in Mel- 
bourne, Victoria, and it had a branch in London called the London 
Branch, the office of which was situate in the City of London. An order 
had been made by the court ut Adelaide in the Colony of South Australia 
for the compulsory winding up of the company, and a voluntary wind 
up had been commenced in Melbourne, which was subsequently contin 
under the supervision of the court in thatcolony. A petition entitled in the 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, was presented by a creditor for the com- 
pulsory winding up of the company under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 
1890. A similar — was afterwards presented by another creditor. It 
was said on behalf of the petitioners that the petitioners were willing that 
the petition should stand over on an unde that none of the assets 
of the company should be allowed to go out of the country, and in Re 
Matheson Brothers (Limited) (32 W. R. 846, 27 Ch. D. 225), where a similar 
order was made, was referred to. In opposition tothe compulsory Mage | 
up it was stated that the bank was a very large one, with large assets, an 
a Jarge majority of the shareholders were in favour of voluntary liquidation 
in Australia. ‘The real question was as to what was the best mode of col- 
lecting the assets in this country. The company was not registered 
in England, and for winding-up purposes was an unregistered com- 
pany, and section 199, sub-section (2), of the Companies Act, 1862, 
shewed that such a camper could only be wound up compulsorily. A 
compulsory order could be made restricting the liquidator’s powers as in 
Re Commercial Bank of South Australia (33 Ch. D. 174, 35 W. R. Dig. 107), 
where North, J., made a winding-up order, but limited the powers of the 
liquidator to the taking possession of and collecting and eens the 
assets of the company in England, with liberty to apply in chambers. 

VavueHan Wiiu14Ms, J., made an order for compulsory winding up on 
the first petition only (the official receiver, as liquidator, to be restricted, 
as in the case of Re Commercial Bank of South Australia), with the usual order 
as to the costs of the first petition, the costs of the second tion only 


company should be advised to appeal.—Counset, Farwell, Q.C., and 2. 
Ford ; Buckley, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods ; Bramwell Davis ; J. K. Young. 
Souscrrons, McDiarmid § Teather ; Powe § Burt ; Flegg § Son; Wadeson 


§ Malleson. 
[Reported by V. pe 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HERSEY v. WHITE—9th March. 


LANDLORD AND Tenant—Imptrep Ontication—Inrgerrerence ny Lanp- 
LoRD with Svuprity or Gas To Demisep Premises—Insuncrion. 


This was an action brought by a tenant of a flat against his landlords 
claiming an injunction to restrain the defendants from cutting off the 
supply of gas to the flatand damages. By a lease of the 14th of October, 
1890, the defendants let the rooms, on the third floor of a large building, 
which formed the flat in question to the plaintiff for the term of twenty- 
one years, together with all rights, easements, and appurtenances whatso- 
ever to the said rooms belo or @ : lessor, by the terms 
of the agreement, was to pro and maintain a proper supply of water 
and pay all existing and future taxes, rates, charges, assessments, 
impositions whatsoever charged in respect of the premises, whether as part 
of the mansion or otherwise, with exception of the rate to be 
charged for gas consumed on the premises. At the date of the lease and 
afterwards until the acts as of gas was supplied to the flat in the 
following manner; A pipe on from the main pipes of the com- 
pany supplied all the gas which was used in the building, and a large 
meter, through which this passed, measured the aggregate amount of 
gas so supplied ; from this meter a number of separate pipes carried 
the gas to the different flats of which the building was peor. hesemine 4 
being provided with a small meter ——- which its separate pipe nae 
The small meter with whicb the plaintiff’s flat was fitted was provided by 
the defendants under an agreement in wri with the plaintiff distinct 
from and independent of the lease. Under this agreement the plaintiff 


agreed to pay to the defendants 2s. _ quarter for the hire of the meter, 
and for the gas passing through it the amount payable by the defendants 
to the gas company in respect thereof, and an tional charge of three- 


pence per thousand cubic feet of gas over and above the company’s 
price. The plaintiff having declined to pay this additional c of three- 
pence per thousand cubic feet, the def tsin February, 1892, discon- 
nected the gas-pipes in the flat from the main pipes of the company, and 
thus deprived the plaintiff of the use of any gas. The plain then 
brought this action. 

Cottms, J., thought that the plaintiff was entitled to an injunction 
restraining the defendants from interfe with the supply of gus to the 
pipe, which at the date of the lease into the de premises and 
carried with it a supply of gas from the com ’s mains. ‘There was 
not, it was true, any covenant in the lease inding the defendants to 
supply gas, but that did not detract from the obligation implied in the 
orig grant. The was clearly made on the foo’ that gas 
should be brought into the demised , and the lessor had no 
right to cut off the su of gas even if he had paid to the gas company 
a sum which he had not b ‘ 
must take his proper remedy 
behalf. There would be judgment for the tiff for . nominal 
damages, and an injunction would be as asked for.—Counsat, 
Crump, Q C., and Brooke Little; Willis, Q.C., and Macaskie. Sottcrrons, 
Steadman, Van Praagh, Sims, § Co. ; T. Blanco White. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.} 


THE AMERICAN CONCENTRATED MUST CO. ». HENDRY AND 
ANOTHER—14th March. 


Lanpitorp aNp Tenant—I.LiecAt Distress—Breakine ovrer Door or 
Burpre. 


This was an action for damages for illegal distress brought a 
landlord and his broker under the following circumstances. ‘Che _ 


access to the ’ courtyard by breaking a door, property 
of the lessees and not of the , the ordinary entrance 
to this coi an outer door, which opened on to a 


Hie dali py tpt my cdgmont Chat leona oem the following considered judgment the question of whether the for 
18 lo said, in j t, it was for ev ’s interest | the fo upon q te 
thet a aading-up onlay ahead made. Saeee ee a Haas shanel cible breaking open of the main door of the warehouse was illegal :—The 
already, and assuming that the liquidator would be in Australia, | doctrine of the inviolability of the outer door of a house and its precincts 
and that the duties of an En quidator would be ancillary only to | has long been established by English law. The principle is one which 
those of the liquidator in Australia, the liquidator in this country would | carries us back in imagination to wilder times, when the outer door of a 
act more efficiently as an assistant liq to the liquidator in the | house or the gates and inclosures of land were a necessary 


colonies than if he were merely an agent.. The official receiver would be 
liquidator, and his authority would be limited in the manner stated. The 
drawing up of the order would be postponed for fourteen days, in case the 
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it was recognized as a limitation imposed by law on all process except that 
which was pursued at the suit of the king and in his name. A landlord’s 
right to distrain for arrears of rent is itself only a survival of one amonga 
multitude of distraints which, both in England and other countries, 
belonged to a primitive period, when legal procedure still retained some of 
the forms of a semi-barbarous system of reprisals, of which instances abound 
in the early English and Irish law. Like all creditors and all aggrieved 
ms who respected the king’s peace, the sheriff in a civil suit or the land- 
din — of his private remedy for rent and services were both of 
them held at bay by a bolted door and a barred gate. To break open 
either was to deprive the owner of protection against the outer world for 
his family, his goods, and furniture, and his cattle. The law, said the 
court in Semayne’s case, ‘‘ abhors the destruction or breaking of any house.’’ 
The landlord, like the sheriff, in a civil suit, could only, therefore, enter 
y a open door or open window—yer ostia et fenestras. The form of plea 
which he pleaded in his defence, if sued for trespass, was that he had 
found the house open—iroua le meason ouvert (1 Rolle, 671; Brooke's 
Abridgment, ‘‘ Trespass,’ 226). It is possible that, in earlier times, the 
principle of the sanctity of the house was carried further still. In the 
year-book 34 Edw. 1, a.p. 1306 (ed. 1879, p. 216), it was suggested in 
argument at the bar that no distress by the law of England could be levied 
inside a house at all except for the king’s debt. A horse had been dis- 
trained at the door of a house with two of its feet inside and two out, and 
it was argued on this ground that the distress was illegal, but the counsel 
for the owner of the horse was afraid to stand on that point. This im- 
munity of the outer door extended not merely to dwelling-houses but to 
all detached buildings and inclosures. ‘‘At common law,’ says the 
learned editor of the edition of ‘‘ Gilbert on Distress ’’ of 1823, ‘‘ the lessor 
could not enter a house to distrain if the door were not open, nor even a 
farm, nor throw down any gate or inclosure to get at a distress’’; and in 
an old case, though it was held that a sheriff, for purposes of execution, 
might break a barn which was in a field, as distinct from a barn which 
was parcel of a house, the court agreed that, if the barn had been adjoin- 
ing to a parcel of the house, it could not lawfully have been broken: Penton 
v. Browne (1 Siderfin’s Reports, 186). The law so laid down as to the 
sheriff’s rights with regard to a detached outhouse in a field appears to me 
to be a departure from older law. The view, however, whether right or 
wrong, was, at all events, considered in Brown v. Glenn (16 Q. B. 254) not 
to be applicable to a landlord’s distress. I should (with submission) have 
myself supposed that the sheriff in a civil suit had no more right to break 
open a detached inclosure than a landlord’s bailiff. In Brown v. Glenn a locked 
stable door was broken open. The stable was not within the curtilage of 
the dwelling-house, but, nevertheless, the court held that the fact of the 
stable door being locked of itself rendered the distress unlawful. In so 
doing they followed a far older decision of Lord Hardwicke, at the 
Summer Agsizes at Exeter in 1735, in which he held that a padlock put 
upon a barn door could not be opened by force to take the corn by way of 
tress (Viner’s Abridgment, ‘‘ Distress’? (E. 2), 6, and also Poole v. 
Longueville, 2 Wms. Saund. 659). It is a misconception to suppose that 
an outhouse within the curtilage enjoys less immunity than a disconnected 
outhouse. Penton v. Browne shews exactly the reverse, and in Ryan v. 
Shilcock (7 Ex. 72) it seems conceded that the Jandlord may not break open 
the outer door of any building whatever. The language of Lord Coke is 
general, to the effect that the landlord may not open gates nor break down 
inclosures. It was, indeed, contended before me that the law was only 
that the landlord might not break a door to enter on the demised 
remises, but that once lawfully in then he might break doors. The 
loctrine of the law, however, is far stricter. Lee v. Gansel (1 Cowp. 1) only 
shews that an officer in the execution of mesne process who has gained 
— entry through an outer door may break open the inner door of a 
odger. That case does not impugn the ancient law—that the outer door 
of a building may not be broken open, either by a landlord or sheriff, 
except at the suit of the king. Finally, it was urged, on behalf of the 
defendants, that the broken door of the warehouse was not its outer door 
within the meaning of the rule. It was not, it is true, the outer gate of 
the courtyard, which opened upon the lane. But the fact that it was not 
one of the outer inclosures of the whole premises demised is nothing if it 
was the outer door of the building. It protected what was inside the 
building from persons who were in, or might obtain access to, the court- 
yard. Astothis point, the story speaks for itself. It was through this 
door, and this door only, that the broker entered the warehouse from 
outside. The plaintiffs, therefore, were entitled to succeed, and to recover 
— from the defendants. The damages must be referred to the 
o referee. The general costs to be borne by the defendants.— 
CounsgL, Finlay, Q.C., and Carson; Bigham, Q.C.. and Muir Mackenzie ; 
Ashton Cross. Soxrtcrrors, Drake, Son ¢ Parton; C. F. Birchall. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dill, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ROYAL COLLEGE OF PHYSICIANS OF LONDON ». GENERAL MEDICAL 
COUNCIL—8th March. 


Mepicat Acts—Coiiece or Puysictans—REGISTRABLE QUALIFICATION IN 
Mepictine anp Surcery—Ricut or Cotiece or PuysiciaNs TO GRANT 
INDEPENDENTLY REGISTRABLE QUALIFICATION IN MEDICINE AND SuRGERY— 
Mepicau Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vicr. c. 48), ss. 2, 3. 


Action tried by Smith, L.J., without a jury. The plaintiffs—commonl 
known as the Royal College of Payusiogs—tocenhe ce action against the 
General Medical Council, in which they claimed a declaration that they 
’ entitled, at the passing of the Medical Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 

as a medical corporation, to grant diplomas conferring the right of 
registration under the Medical Acts then in force in respect of medicine 
surgery, and to hold independently such qualifying examinations in 
medicine, eurgery, and midwifery as in the Medical Act, 1886, mentioned, 





and to confer on their members and licentiates who had passed such ex- 
aminations the - of registration under the Medical Acts at present in 
force. The Royal College of Physicians is a corporation incorporated by 
Royal Charter in the year 1518 by Henry VIII. is charter granted that 
no one in London (subsequently extended to England) should ‘“‘ practise 
physic” without being admitted thereto by writing under the plaintiffs’ 
common seal. These powers of the College of Physicians were extended by 
32 Hen. 8, c. 40, which said that ‘* forasmuch as the science of physic doth 
comprehend and contain the knowledge of surgery asa special member and 
part of the same, any of the same Company or Fellowship of 
Physicians may . . . practise the said science of physic in all and every 
his’’ (probably its) ‘‘members and parts.”” Then the defendants—the 
General Medical Council—were established hy the Medical Act, 1858 
(21 & 22 Vict. c. 90), and by section 15 of that Act it was enacted 
that every person now possessed, and every person hereinafter becoming 
possessed, of any one or more of the qualifications described in the 
schedule shall be entitled to be registered, and in this schedule we find : 
‘Fellow, Licentiate, or extra Licentiate of the Royal College of 
Physicians of London.” To this was added ‘‘member” by 22 Vict. c. 
21. Then came the Medical Act, 1886, ee (section 2) that a 
‘* person shall not be registered under the Medical Acts in respect of an 
qualification referred to in any of these Acts, unless he has passed suc 
qualifying examination in medicine, surgery, and midwifery as in this 
Act mentioned’’ ; and (section 3) ‘‘a qualifying examination shall be an 
examination in medicine, surgery, and midwifery held for the purpose of 
granting a diploma or diplomas conferring the right of registration under 
the Medical Acts by any of the following bodies :—(a) Any university in 
the United Kingdom or any medical corporation legally qualified at the 
passing of this Act to grant such a or diplomas in respect of 
medicine and surgery; or () any combination of two or more medical 
corporations in the same part of the United Kingdom who may agree to 
hold a joint examination in medicine, surgery, and midwifery, and of 
whom one at least is capable of granting such diploma as aforesaid in 
respect of medicine, and one at least is capable of granting such 
diploma in respect of surgery; or (c) any combination of any such 
university as aforesaid with any other such university or universities, or 
of any such university with a medical corporation or corporations, the 
bodies forming such combination being in the same of the United 
Kingdom.”’ It was stated that before 1883 the plaintiffs conducted 
independent examinations in medicine, surgery, and midwifery. After 
1883 the plaintiffs agreed with the Royal College of Surgeons that they 
should hold a joint examination for future candidates. Since 1883 the 
defendants in their Medical Register have included the plaintiffs and the 
Royal College of Surgeons of England as jointly capable of granting 
diplomas, but they have omitted the plaintiffs as being independently 
capable of granting a registrable qualification in medicine and surgery. 
The question in the present action was whether the plaintiffs—the 
Royal College of Physicians—were independently capable of granting a 
registrable qualification in medicine and surgery. The arguments appear 
in the written judgment of the learned judge, who took time to consider 
his judgment. : 

A. L. Surrn, L.J. [after dealing with the Medical Acts of 1858 and 
1886, and the Royal Charter of 1518 and the 32 Hen. 8, c. 40, pro- 
ceeded :—].—Section 3 of the Act of 1540 (32 Hen. 8, c. 40) relating to 
physicians and their privileges is most important. It states: ‘‘ And foras- 
much as the science of physic doth comprehend, include, and contain the 
knowledge of surgery as a special member and part of the same, therefore 
be it enacted that any of the same Company or Fellowship of Physicians 
may from time to time, as well within the city as elsewhere within this 

m, practise and exercise the said science of physic in all and every his 
members and parts, any Act, statute, or provision made to the contrary 
notwithstanding.”’ Here, it will be seen, is a direct recognition by statute 
that the science of physic comprehended, included, and contained the 
knowledge of surgery as a special member and part thereof, and that the 
statute granted to the Company or Fellowship of Physicians the privilege 
of practising such science of physic within the realm, notwithstanding any 
Act, statute, or provision to the contrary. In my judgment the statute 
shews that the word “‘ medicina,’”’ which in English is equivalent to the 
word “‘ physic,’’ at the time, at any rate, embraced the general art of 
healing, whether by drugs or surgery, and was not confined to heal- 
ing by drugs, as was argued on behalf of the defendants. It appears 
that from the earliest time down to recent date, the diploma granted by 
the plaintiffs and their predecessors to their fellows and licentiates was, 
as far as material, in the following form :—‘‘ Ego, A, B., Presidens hujus 
collegii admitto te ad medicine facultatem tam docendam quam exercen- 
dam.” It is not denied by the defendants that the fellows and licentiates 
who obtained these diplomas have been accustomed to practise as general 
practitioners in medicine, surgery, and midwifery, or in either, as to them it 
seeemed best. The point is, Were the plaintiffs a medical corporation in re- 
spect of medicine and surgery? The Solicitor-General’s reply to the argu- 
ment of Sir H. Davey ap to me conclusive. He said,*‘ For the purposes 
of this case I accept Sir H. Davey’s reading of the section, for he admits that 
the plaintiffs me grant a diploma to their commonalty or fellows to 
practise in medicine and surgery, and (said the Solicitor-General), that is 
all that is required, for this brings the plaintiffs within the exact terms of 
the Act—namely, a medical corporation legally qualified to grant diplomas 
in respect of medicine and surgery.” He said whether the physicians and 
surgeons ran in different grooves did not affect the point to be determined. 
In my judgment the Solicitor-General is right when he says, once get the 
corporation legally qualified to grant the diploma, and then they are the 
persons who are Lnened by the statute to hold the examination. This 
argument appears to me to be unanswerable. It has been established that 
the plaintiffs were at the date of the passing of the Act of 1886 a corpora~ 
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tion legally qualified to grant diplomas in respect of medicine and surgery, 
and that, in my judgment, concludes the case. For these reasons, in my 
opinion, the plaintiffs are right, and are entitled to judgment and the 
declaration asked for, and they must have the costs of this action. Judg- 
ment for the plaintiffs.—Covunsgx, Sir John Rigby, 8.G., Sir R. E. Webster, 
Q.C., Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C., and A. Roscoe; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., 
and Muir Mackenzie. Soutcrrors, Ficld, Roscoe, § Co. ; F. W. Farrer. 


[Reported by Sir Suersrow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


BISSILL v. BRADFORD AND DISTRICT TRAMWAYS CO. (LIM.)— 
©. A. No. 1, 10th March. 


Soricirorn—Extent or Soricrror’s Lign—Watver—Secvunity. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Stirling, J., and the case raised 
a question whether a firm of solicitors had waived a lien for costs by 
taking security. In August, 1890, the defendant company were indebted 
to their solicitors in the sum of £514 for work done. The solicitors heid 
in their hands a number of documents of the company, in respect of which 
they were entitled to the usual solicitor’s lien. On the 11th of March, 
1891, the solicitors obtained from the company a security by deed con- 
sisting of a charge on the interest of the company in a certain provisional 
order cited as the Bradford ana District Tramways (Extension) Order, 
1890, for payment of the £514, with interest. The solicitors, when obtain- 
ing this security, did not inform the company tbat they intended still to 
insist on their lien. The plaintiffs subsequently — to Stirling, J., 
on behalf of themselves and the other debenture-holders of the company, 
who had obtained an order giving them the conduct of the sale of the 
company’s property, for a declaration that the rolicitors had uo lien on 
any of the title deeds, the several Acts of Parliament, or any otber docu- 
ments of title relating to the company, and for an order directing the 
solicitors to deliver up to the plaintiffs all such deeds and documents. 
Stirling, J., made the declaration and order asked for. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey, LJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question had been clearly brought 
before Stitling, J., and he, having ee the evidence, had come to the con- 
clusion that the solicitors did take a security for their costs, for which 
cocts they claimed a lien on these documents. The learned judge had 
also found that at the time when the solicitors took the security they did 
not inform their clients that they intended to insist on their lien. Stir- 
ling, J., was of opinion that he was bound by Re Taylor, Stileman, § 
Underwood (1891, 1 Ch. 590) which was a decision of the Court of Appeal 
on an appeal from Stirling, J. It was contended on behalf of the appel- 
lants that the learned judge had misconceived the evidence and had not 
appreciated the fact that the security was in reality a very little one. The 
court did not agree with that contention, and the fact that the security 
was alleged to be small did not alter the principle of the case. It was 
further contended that the security was of no value. It clearly might 
have been of considerable value, and Stirling, J.. came to the conclusion 
that it was of value. The rule in questions of this kind was laid down in 
Re Taylor, Stileman, § Underwood. In that case Lindley, L.J., said: 
‘* Whether or not a lien is waived by taking a security depends upon the 
intention expressed or to be inferred from the position of the parties and 
all the circumstances of the case. In this particular instance we are 
dealing with a solicitor and his client. It strikes me that if a solicitor 
takes from his client such a security as this solicitor took, the primd facie 
inference is that he waives his lien. Thst ay to me the right and 
proper conclusion to come to, bearing in mind that it is the solicitor’s 
duty to explain to his client the effect of what he is about to do.’’ The 
court had to apply the fule so laid down to the facts of this case, and 
Stirling J., had found that these solicitors did take security, and security 
that was of substance and value, and that the solicitors did not in any way 
intimate to their clients that they meant to insist on their lien. Under 
— circumstances the proper inference was that the lien was done away 
with. 

Linp.ey, L.J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—CovunseL, Buckley, Q.C., 
and Butcher; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Bissell. Soxtscrrors, Harper $ 
Batteock ; Trass § Jarmain. 


{Reported by F. O, Rosixsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Sprzcia, Genera, Meerine. 

In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held on the 15th of July, 1881, a special meeting of the 
members of the society will be held in the hall of the society on the 28th 
of April next, at 2 p.m. precisely. 

Members who desire to move resolutions or to ask questions should give 
notice of them to the secretary on or before the 12th of April, as it will be 
neceseary to include them in the notice convening the meeting. 





HEREFORDSHIRE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting was held at the Law Institution, Hereford, 
on the 27th of February, when there were present :—Mr. W. J. Humfrys 














(president), Mr. T. Llanwarne (Cooeeaent, Messrs. W. 
it C. Beddoe, C. B. Beddoe, W. Boycott, G. Davies, P. 
F. R. James, J. G. James, J. Lambe, F. H. Leather, J. F. 
L. Wallis, ©. D. Andrews, F. 8. Gollins, and J. R. Symonds 
secre’ ). 
wh inte eB oe neg ws Ir coetaal, ae 
ed. The report of the committee for year was receiv 
adopted. The accounts for the year Bre Siet of December, 1892, 
an ee t of which had been printed and circulated with the report, was 
approved. 
_o the motion of Mr. T. Llanwarne, seconded by Mr. J. F. 
Symonds, that Mr. W. J. Humfrys be re-elected president. 
Also, on the motion of Mr. J. G. James, seconded by Mr. Wallis, that 
Mr. Llanwarne be re-elected vice-president. 
Mr. J. R. Symonds was re-elected as hon. secretary and treasurer. 
The following were elected as the committee :—Messrs. H. O. Bedd 
Jas. Davies, J. Gwynne James, Scobie, Wallis, Page, F. 8. Collins, O. 
Lilley, Andrews and Temple. 
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The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—One member was elected during the year, and one has 
resigned, making the total at the commencement of the year fifty, or the 
same as last year. 

Report of the Council of Judges.—The matter which has principally in- 
terested the profession during the last year has been the Report of the 
Council of Judges to the Secretary of State, presented pursuant to the 
Judicature Fass — pad. . . tions of in fitigions 
on many points, and a p party au y costs jous 
matters si be all those which have been wall ns & incurred by the 
client will meet with general approval. Some other proposals as to costs 
contained in the report—to w serious objections must have been taken 
on behalf of the profession —appear to have been the result of a misappre- 
hension as to their effect, and a vigorous protest by the Council of the In- 
corporated Law Society has led to assurances on the part of the authorities 
that will, it is hoped, obviate the necessity for any action being taken to 
prevent those ions being in future legislation as rules of 
court. The most important of the report of the judges was that 
which contained their papel as to grouping of counties for the pur- 
poses of the civil assizes. Your committee rejoice that any idea of dis- 
continuing the assizes for the trial of prisoners in each county has 
been definitely abandoned, and they are glad to report that the result 
of very decided action on behalf of the towns and counties which it 
was propored to deprive of their civil assizes—and in which the country 
law societies have taken a prominent —has resulted in an intimation 
that the scheme proposed by the j has been abandoned, and it is 
understood that the circuit ments are to continue as at present. 
The part taken by this society in the discussion is so familiar to members 
that it is unnecessary further to allude to it. 

Offcialism.—The committee would urge upon the members of the society 
the necessity for effectually supporting the accredited re tatives of 
the profession in the action they may take with to the various 
measures introduced into Parliament. The desire and aim of many of the 
heads of departments to obtain the control and management of much of 
the business that has hitherto been transacted by the profession is hardly 
concealed, and the success of the Board of Trade in the conduct 
of bankruptcy and winding-up business is not likely to be forgotten by 
other legislators. The Council of poder oe gsc Law Society, whic’ 
— f. a harmony with y A ane Law Societies, is 
fully alive to the responsibility rests upon it, © moe are 
committee of the council has already been a ted to deal with any 
Land Transfer Bill that may be introduced session, and other com- 
mittees are now with other measures that have already been 
introduced. But if the profession is to succeed ia the future as it has in 
the past in defeating the more mischievous of the schemes that have been 
presented to the Legislature, individual members must co-operate both 
with the committees of their local societies and more ly with the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K. If members of Parlia- 
ment and the public can only be made fully to understand the conse- 
quences of oak measures as Compulsory tion of Title and the 
like, and to appreciate the costs that any such scheme would impose on 
landowners, merely to provide official salaries and to increase the patron- 
age of ministers, attem at such will never succeed—but 
tact and judgment as well as o 
opposition to them, and your committee will not fail to 
communication with members whenever their assistance and co-operation 
are required. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
ORDER OF COURT—TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Friday, the 10th day of March, 1893. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich 








, ’ 
and Mr. Justice Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the 
coness callaned 10 Mie, Fauae Ge , Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich should, for the purpose only of hear- 
ing or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer; now I, the Right 
Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great 


several causes and matters set forth i 
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the schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
to Mr. Justice Romer, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial and 
be marked in the cause-books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn 
up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Divi- 
sion of the h Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
1892. 
Setterwall & Co v Dorman, Brown, & Co 1891 S 1,868 Dec 9 
1893 


me Colonial Finance, &c, Cov San Cilrian,ld 1892 I 850 Janll 
vGreen 1892 H 3,059 Jan 12 

Smart v Smart 1892 8 4,285 Jan 16 

Newton v Jacob 1892 N 1,740 Jan 18 

Scott v Western 1892 S 3,913 Jan 20 

Cannv Thorne 1892 (© 2,964 Jan 25 

Day v Day 1892 D 436 Jan 26 

Re Fuller, Aldridge v Edwards 1892 A 233 Jan 31 

Brass v Williamson 1892 B 1,897 Jan 31 

Hooley v Orchard 1892 H 3,908 Feb 8. 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norru. 
1892 


Turnock v Evans 1890 T 1,204 Restored 
Death v Johns 1892 D 934 Oct 24 
Whiteker v Smith 1892 W 732 Nov 30 
Miller v Reed 1891 M 1,852 Dec 3 ‘ 
Russell v Passburg Grains Syndicate, 1d 1889 R 1,810 Dec6 
School Board for London v Bunbury 1892 L 464a Dec 6 
Re Gladwin Gladwin v Gladwin 1892 G 1,749 Dec 9 
Baber v Wilts and Dorset Banking Co, ld 1892 B 3,108 Dec9 
Tuckey v Freeman 1891 T 2,044 Dec 9 
Russell v White 1891 R 1,223 Dec 9 
Kessel v Le Sueur 1892 K 589 Dec 12 
1893. 
Forster v Grant 1892 F 1,430 Jan 10 
Nash vy Death 1892 N 1,651 Jan 14 
Clingan v Watkins 1892 C 3,853 Jan 16 
Tantz v Tantz 1891 T 2,102 Jan18 
Sutherland v Sutherland 1892 S 4,205 Jan 20 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 


From Mr. Justice Strrruine. 
1893. 
King v Chappell 1892 K 916 Jan19 
Asdell v Neil 1892 A 1,641 Jan 24 
Re Foulkes Foulkes v Hughes 1892 F 1,789 Jan 27 
Re Osborne Moore v Osborne 1892 O 1,505 Jan 27 
Grimwood v Weeks 1892 G 737 Jan 31 
Day v Longhurst 1892 D 1,252 Jan 31 
th v Briggs 1892 M 1,678 Feb7 
Napier v Robertson 1892 N 336 Feb7 
Thorne v Heard 1892 T 1,682 Feb15 
Riches v Caledonian Insurance Co 1892 R= 2,325 Feb17 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 


1892. 
North Australian Territory Co, 1d v Goldsbrough, Mort, & Co, ld 1889 
K 1,563 Restored 
Downs v Downs 1892 D 36 Oct 31 
Spencer v Bailey 1892 S 2,178 Nov 10 
Re Harvey Trott vHarvey 1891 H 3,346 Nov 15 
Re J Hill Hillv Hill 1892 H 1,806 Nov 15 
Midgley v Midgley 1892 M 2,133 Nov 22 
Cheesewright v Paterson 1892 C 1,269 Nov 22 
Union Loan, &c, Co, ld v Pritchard 1891 U 425 Nov 28 
Parry v Minett Minett v Matthews 1892 P 153 Dec9 
Lister v Lister 1892 L 2,863 Dec 10 
Topp v Thompson 1892 T 2,065 Dec 13 
Lancaster v Lancaster 1892 L 2,665 Dec 14 
Ford v Longcroft 1892 F 590 Dec 19 
Lace v Birrell 1892 I, 1,418 Dec 23 
Turner v Pett 1892 T 1,531 Dec 28 
Waterlow v Hill 1892 W 3,506 Dec 28 
1893. 
Gater v Millikin 1891 G 1,057 Jan3 
Firby v Licensed Insurance Corporation and Guarantee Fund, ld 1892 
F 2,058 Jan 9 
Day v Pepper 1891 D 950 Jan9 
Nasmyth v Murdock 1892 N 528 Jan 10 
Ellerman v Fraser 1892 E 655 Jan 10 
Critchlow v Critchlow 1892 C 2,605 Jan 13 
Groom v Cheesewright 1893 G-18 Feb 22 
Herscug., C. 





be following list shews the above actions in their order in the cause 


North Australian Territory Co, ld, | Turnock vy Evans 
v Goldsbrough, Mort, & Co, ld Death v Johns 
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Downs v Downs Day v Pepper 
Spencer v Bailey | Forster v Grant 
Re Harvey, Trott v Harvey Nasmyth v Murdock 


Ellerman v Fraser 
Imperial Colonial Finance and 
Agency Corporation, ld v San 


Re J Hill, Hill v Hill 
Midgley v Midgley 
Cheeswright v Paterson 


Union Loan and Discount Co, ld, v Cilrian, ld 
Pritchard Hall v Green 
Whitaker v Smith Critchlow v Critchlow 


Nash v Death 
Smart v Snart 


Miller v Reed 
Russell v Passburg Grains Syndi- 


cate, ld | Clingan v Watkins 
School Board for London v Bun- | Newton v Jacob 
bury Tantz v Tantz 


Setterwall v Dorman, Brown & Co King v Chappell 
Re Gladwin, Gladwin v Gladwin Scott v Western 
Baber v Wilts and Dorset Banking | Sutherland v Sutherland 
Co, ld Asdell v Neill 
Tuckey v Freeman Cann v Thorne 
Russell v White Day v Day 
Parry v Minett, Minett v Matthews | Re Foulkes, Foulkes v Hughes 
Lister v Lister | Re Osborne, Moore v Osborne 
Keseell v Le Sueur | Re Faller, Aldridge v Edwards 


Topp v Thompson Brass v Williamson 
Lancaster v Lancaster | Grimwood vy Weeks 
Ford v Longcroft | Day v Longhurst 


Magrath v Briggs 

Napier v Robertson 

Hooley v Orchard 

Thorne v Heard 

Riches v Caledonian Insurance Co 
Groom v Cheesewright 


Lace v Birrell 

Turner v Pett 

Waterlow v Hill 

Gater v Millikin 

Firby v The Licences Insurance 
Corporation and Guarantee Fund, 
ld 





ORDER OF COURT—TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Friday, the 10th day of March, 1893. 

Whereas, upon the request of the Lord Chancellor, the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Wright has, with the concurrence of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, consented to sit and act as an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division for the purpose of hearing any causes or matters which may be 
assigned to him by the Lord Chancellor or any ——— therein. I, the 
Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, do, pursuant to the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
1884, s. 5, hereby order that, in addition to the causes assigned under the 
orders of court dated the 22nd of December, 1892, and the 9th of 
February, 1893, the several causes set forth in the schedules hereto, be 
assigned to Mr. Justice Wright for the purpose of hearing the same or 
any application connected with such h , and be marked in the cause 
books accordingly. And this order is to drawn up by the registrar 
and set up in the reveral offices of the Chancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice. 

FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
1893. 

Wilson v Greenwood 1892 W 3,493 Jan 19 
Vallentin v Lethbridge 1892 V 584 Febl 
Wolfenden v Lomax 1892 W 1,504 Feb 10 
Wood v Langrish 1892 W 2,170 Feb13 
Wood v Fo: 1892 W 2,523 Feb 13 
Wolmershausen v Gullick 1892 W 2,473 Feb 14 
Nicholson v Stratford Co-operative Industrial Society, 1d 1392 N 1,642 

Feb 14 
Nicol v Swears & Wells 1892 N 1,146 Feb18 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norru. 


1892. 
Mayor, &c, of Folkestone v Brooks 1892 F 758 Dec 7 
Lancashire v Hunt 1891 1,394 Dec 24 
Lancashire v Maynard & Hunt 1891 L 1,808 Dec 24 
1893. 


Cooke v Ingram 1892 C 1,875 Jan 3 

Ferrand v Denholme Local Board of Health 1892 F 909 Jan 11 

Mayor, &c, of Folkestone v Ladd 1892 F 762 Jan 21 

Mayor, &c, of Folkestone v Court 1892 F 763 Jan 21 

Mayor, &c, of Folkestone v Franks 1892 F 764 Jan 21 

Framwellgate Coal & Coke Co, ld v Durham Main Colliery Co 1892 F 
1,307 Jan 16 

Batt v Tubbs 1892 B 5,072 Jan 21 

Dawson v Goodwin 1892 D 1,225 Jan 24 

Moore v Midland Railway Co 1892 M 2,182 Feb18 

Peache v Wimbledon Local Board 1892 P 2,622 Feb 22 

Alabone v Morton 1892 A 1,746 Feb 24 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srie.ine. 


1893. 
Hookham v Dutson & Co 1892 H 833 (Birmingham DR) Jan 27 
Hemmings v Goodwin 1892 H 4,472 Feb7 
South-Eastern Railway Cov Baker 1892 S 1,142 Feb7 
Mathieson v Straker 1892 M 3,662 Feb 17 
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FOURTH SOHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewrcu. 


1892. 
McRobert v Ilfracombe Local Board 1892 M 2,005 Dec 28 
1893 


Stringer v Corporation of New Romney 1892 8S 1,101 Jan 20 

Barttelot v Guise 1892 B 1,440 Jan 20 

Browne v Stafford 1892 B 1,792 Jan 21 

Stevenson v Hickie, Borman, & Co 1892 S 3,938 Jan 24 

Morris v Burton 1892 M 2,457 Jan 31 

Metropolitan Coal Consumers’ Assoc, ld v Sheriff 1892 M 1,346 Feb 14 

Metropolitan Coal Consumers’ Assoc, ld v Dando 1892 M 1,345 Feb 14 
Herscuett, C. 





The following list shews the transferred actions in their order in the 
cause book :— 
Mayor, &c, of Folkestone v Brooks 
Lancashire v Hunt 
Lancashire v Maynard & Hunt 
McRobert v Ilfracombe Local Board 
Cooke v Ingram 
Ferrand v Denholme Local Board 
of Health 
Framwellyate Coal and Coke Co, ld 
v Durham Main Colliery Co 
Wilson v Greenwood 
Stringer v Corporation of New 


Hookham v Dutson & Co 

Morris v Burton 

Vallentin v Lethbridge 

Hemmings v Goodwin 

South-Eastern Railway Co v Baker 

Wolfenden v Lomax 

Wood v Langrish 

Wood v Ford 

Wolmershausen v Gullick 

Nicholson v Stratford Co-operative 
Industrial Society, 1d 


Romney Metropolitan Coal Consumers’ 
Barttelot v Guise Association, ld v Sheriff 
Mayor, &c, of Folkestone v Ladd Same v Dando 
Same v Court Mathieson v Straker 


Nicoll v Swears & Wells 

Moore v Midland Railway Co 
Peache v Wimbledon Local Board 
Alabone v Morton 


Same v Franks 

Batt v Tubbs 

Browne v Stafford 

Daweon v Goodwin ’ 
Stevenson v Hickie, Borman, & Co 








COMPANIES (WINDING-UP). 
Notice. 

By Order of the Lord Chancellor, dated March 8, 1893, the following 
action has been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, 
sitting as an additional judge in the Chancery Division :— 

Mr. Justice Stirutne. 
James Montgomery, Sons, & Co (on behalf of themselves and all other 
the holders of first charge debenture bonds issued by W Buckeridge, 1d) 

v W Buckeridge, ld, and H Nugent Buckeridge 1893 M 601 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Gzorce Lance.tor Anprewss, solicitor, Sudbury, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Andrewes was admitted in Michaelmas, 
1873. 

Mr. Joun Asuprinee, solicitor, 238, Whitechapel-road, E., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. He was admitted in Easter, 1869, 
atter passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Tuomas Revsen Bartow, solicitor, Ramsgate, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barlow was admitted in January, 1882. 

Mr. Axncner Hucu Buianx wey, solicitor, Bradford, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Blankley was admitted in October, 1886, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Epvcar Banrtine, solicitor, 3, Serle-street, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Banting was admitted in April, 1885. He 
is a commissioner for Nova Scotia. 

Mr. Jouy Buss, solicitor, Cheltenham, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Bubb was admitted in December, 1886. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. W. P. Clarke, who for many years was confidential 
clerk to Sir Charles Russell (the Attorney-General), has just been ap- 
pointed chief clerk in the Attorney-General’s department in the Royal 
Courts of Justice, at a salary of £500 per annum. 


On Saturday last, in the House of Commons, Mr. Powell Williams 
asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether the law officers of the 
Crown, under. the new regulations applying to their office, were allowed to 
take chamber practice for private clients. The Attorney-General said : 
My right hon. friend has asked me to answer this question. I presume 
the hon. member refers to the advice given to clients as opinions. The 
rules do not prohibit that in express terms, but undoubtedly the spirit of 
the rules does prohibit advice to clients if that interferes with the efficiency 
of the law officers in their attention to public business. Mr. Powell 
Williams: I beg to ask for a distinct answer to the question whether the 
law officers undertake private chamber practice. Attorney-General : So 








far as ] amconcerned I do not. I cannot — for my colleague. Mr. 
Hanbury: What is meant by “ private” clients? Does the Attorney- ! 





General take chamber practice for private clients? Tho Attorney-General : 
I have said that I do not take private practice. 


At the West Ham Police Court, on Wednesday, Sydney Charles Hadley, 
a solicitor, of 55, Broadway, Stratford, was summoned, at the instance of 











the Incorporated Law Society, on three informations, accusing him of 
having lly and falsely pretended to be qualified to act as a solicitor 
on the 7th, 12th, and 14th of January last. Mr. G. D. Warde appeared 
for the Incorporated Law Society, and, in briefly stating the facts, said 
that Mr. Hadley had syste y neglected to take out his certificate 
within the proper time. Solicitors’ certificates expired on the 16th of 
November, and if taken out by the 16th of December were dated the 16th 
of November, but if taken out after the 16th of December they be J 
entitled holders to practise from the date of the payment of the duty. 
year the defendant, on the 12th of January, defended at this court ina 
case of cruelty and received a fee of 303. At that time he had not paid the 
duty on his certificate. 3 y said it was important to solicitors 
as well as to the public that this tax should be paid, and he fined 
defendant £5, and £3 17s. 6d. costs. 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota or Reaisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Lavie ° _ 
— i 
lois’ Ralt 
Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu. Rouen. 
Mr. Mr. 
fe “ee 
Beal leah 
Beal Leach 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Crayton. ~Feb. 24, at 20, i -road, 
Clayton, of the Inner Tem ye ies Ree pen ay 
Younec.—March 12, at Cholmeley-park, Highgate, 
Young, LL.B. Lond , solicitor (of 29, Mark-lane, E.C.), of twin 
MARRIAGES, 
Bourne—Satter.—March 7, at Christ Church, Marylebone, Hugh Clarence Bonne, --. 
barrister-at-law, to Katharine Hyde, a, Ae of the late Dr. Hyde Slater, F.R.8. 
Reav—Fisu.—March 11, at St. John’s ton, Manchester, by the Rev. 
8. Y. B. Bradshaw, vicar of Holy Trinity Church, South Shore, assisted by the Rev. 8. 
Swinburne, rector of the parish, William J. Read, of ay solicitor, to oy ty 
daughter of Councillor James Fish, J.P., of South 8 and Hampton 


Broughton. No cards. 
DEATHS. 
Boxp.—March 10, at Bournemouth, Thomas of Tyneham, in the county of Dorset, 
barrister-at-law, of Lincoln’ and 7? eged 87. . ; 


Fox.—March 11, at Dunstaffnage, , county Dublin, the residence of his brother- 
in-law, John Trevor Fox, solicitor, M.A., aged 4. 
Hucuss.—March 2, at Maidstone U Tulse-hill, Seneca Hughes, solicitor, of 
the firma of 8. Hi & Sons, 33, ‘ord. Covent-garden, 81. 
Marshalls, Leake, of Hall, Essex, 


Marrin-Leake.— 7, at 2, 
d barrister-at-law, of the Middle Temple, J.P., aged 66. 


. W., the wife of Henry R. 
+ the wife of Walter 
sons. 


PLATT. Y ‘Or many years 0 
’ y 


‘em, w, a é 
Wauier.—Feb. 27, at W , New Zealand, Henry Robert Waller, solicitor, of No. 
6, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and yers, Nazeing, Essex, aged 39. 





Waanine To tnreypine House Puncnasens & Lessees.—Before 


a house have the a arrangements 
Sani i ing & Ventilation Co. the Office, Victoria-st. 
vale undertake the the Meteorological 0 te.—[ADve.| 


Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, March 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luourep 1x Onancerr. 
Cutapas Syxpicate, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or 
nd and the particulars of their di or 


names & 
Jack, 149, Suffolk House, Laurence 

Eatine Sayitary Launpry Co, Lamrre: 

Hob atu soe King of Oe 
ug) ey, 3, 

Hampsutre Lanp Co, Loree ie an order made by Vaughan Williams, 
20, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the com 
& Old Jewry, agents for King & La . 

Wooprow, Hooper, & Co, Luurro—By an made 
Feb 20, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company 
Tayton & Co, Budge row, Cannon st, solors for petner 

County Paratine or Lancaster. 
Lourep 1x Cuaxcery. 
: up, 


Toxretu CarniacGe Worxs, Linrep—Peta for wi 
petner’s sulors. Notice of 


to at the Manchester on 
bldgs, North John st, Li 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 18 


before April 7, 
claims, 
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Ussow Paver Works, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented March 9, directed to be 
heard on Monday, March 20, at 11. Butcher & Barlow, 13, Silver st, Bury, solors for 
oneal Notice of cppearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the | 


of 
‘FRIENDL Y SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Havevock Sick anv Buriat Sociery, Liverpool. March 3 
Lixpum Pie Cius Society, Lincoln. March 6 


Penpietox Pioxger Lovo, Nottingham Ancient Imperial United Order of Oddfellows 
Society, March 6 


endleton, Lancaster. 
London Gazette.—Tuszspay, March 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luowtep 1n CHANCERY. 

Bipws.t Brornens, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Charles 
Wilson, 19a, Coleman st. Sandilands & Co, solors for liquidator 

Cwnuystwrtn Co, Linrtep—Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Frederick 
Garland, 6, Queen st pl 

Great Nowrurns Satr axp Cnemican Works, Lionrep—Stirling, J, has fixed Friday, 
M 24, at half past 11, at his chambers, Royal Courts, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

Hewuey on Tuames Horet Co, Linrren—Creditors are required, on or before May 9, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Herbert Holmes, Greys Brewery, Henley on Thames. Simpson & Cullingford, Grace- 
church st, solors for liquidator 

Kixosipe Mixixo Co, Linirzo—Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard Donagan, 
Frank Taylor, and William Frederick Garland, 6, Queen st place, E.C. 

Sun Newsrarer Puswisuine Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick William Seamer, Sun bldgs, Tudor st. Slaughter & May, Austinfriars, solors 


for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Str James’ Mutvat Beverit Investuent Socirty, Limrrep, Euston College, George st, 
March 8 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 2 
Bay ey, Sauvet, Alt Hill, Ashton under Lyne Mar 31 hanes & Carlile, Oldham 


Cuanot, Harriet, Croydon, Surrey Mari Edridge, Croydon 


Cuambers, Cuarits, Blenheim crescent, Notting Hill, Gent April7 Godfrey & Webb, 
West Smithfield 








Tyser, sourn, High Wych, nr ar Sawbridg wuetil, Herts, \ thier April 4 Spence & : Co, 
Hertferd 


Warpex, + Mippi.eTox Llandudno, Gent April 5 Scott & Allan, Penrith, 
Cumbrid 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Mar. 3. 


A.stox, Hexry Doveras, Sydney sq, Commercial rd, Gent May 1 Hillearys, Fen- 
h bi 


chure 
Baryett, Jouy, Stamford hill, Esq May1 Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 


Barsert, Nevsox, East Preston, Sussex, Nurseryman Mar 30 Holmes & Co, Little- 
hampto 


n 
Boorusy, Casierss, Leamington April7 Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Boorne, Rev Jouy Epuvu a Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester, Clerk April 30 Bul- 


lock & Co, Mancheste: 
Bray, Henny WALMSLEY, Siemens, Birkenhead, Master Mariner Mar7 J M Quiggin & 


"Bros, Liverpool s 
Buck, Tuomas, Stamford hill, Esq April15 Duffield & Bruty, New Broad st; Tarry & 


Sherlock, Serjeants’ inn 
Burrerrigip, WitiiaM, Leeds, Tea Dealer Aprili4 Tennant & Co, Leeds 


Ciarksox, Grorcr, Gt James st, Bedford row, Surveyor April 30 Claude & Co, 


Clement’s lane ‘ L 
Coney, Henry Lovis, Cleveland ter, Hyde pk, Esq April 14 Emanuel & Simmons, 


Finsbury circus 
Cottetr, Wittiam Jacos, Reading, Gent Mar 31 Brain & Brain, Reading 


Coorer, Witt1aM, Macclesfield, Estate Agent April13 Hand, Macclesfield 


Coretaxp, Bexsamin, Hare st, Bethnal green, Bird Dealer April 3 Griffith & Gardiner, 
d Se 


Ol rjeants’ inn 
Correman, Jos, Johnson st, Notting hill, Licensed Victualler Mar 31 Dodd, New Broad st 


CovrtNa.t, James, Redhill, Surrey, Gent Mar 31 Keighley & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Davison, Hexry, Hudderstield, Cigar Manufacturer May 3 Drake, Huddersfield 

De Teresa, Nicouas, Mexico, Merchant Mar 3i Murray & Co, Birchin lane 

Duxcay, Saran, Bexley Heath, Kent May 1 Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 

Eppisox, Mary, Malton, Yorks April 8 Calvert, Leeds 

Gascoiane, E1jza, Delahay st, Westminster March 31 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st 
Charing Cross : 

GintisG, Tuomas, Rendbam, Suffolk, Estate Agent April 3 Cavell & Son; Mayhew & 


Son, undham Mee 
Grance, Joux, Shipley, Yorks, Rope Maker April 15 Tunnicliffe, Bradford 


Gray, Josern Wace, Lee, Kent April 28 Herbert H. Slee, 10, Church terr, Lee 
Guirritus, Coartes Heyry, Cannon st March 31 G t, Bishopsgate st Without 





{ Gromerr, Georce, Bloxham, Oxon April1 Aplin, Banbery 
| Hawxstey, Tuomas, Chertsey, Surrey, Esq, M.D. March 21 Hocombe, Chapel st, Bed- 


Cuarke, Cuarves George, Kingston upon Hull, Civil Engineer April1 Redfearn, Hull 


Cuay, Extza, Keymer, Sussex April 3 Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Cooke, Evizaseru, Windsor Mar 30 Phillips & Ford, Windsor 

Duyyino, Witt1am, Pocklington, Yorks, Innkeeper April 17 Robson, Pocklington 
Gippix@s, Sarau, Urchfont, Wilts April11 Meek & Co, Devizes 


Goopman, Jonx, Croydon, Surrey, retired Licensed Victualler April 12 Hores & Pat- 
tisson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gorvos, Bexsamina, Mundesley, Norfolk April 12 Cooper & Davies, Norwich 


Hass, Socets, Sheffield, Manufacturer of Spring Fastenings March 30 Burdekin & Co, 


hewdath, Peusenns Luioyrp, Northop, co Flint Aprili Kelly & Keene, Mold 
Howarp, Hernzinan Emma, Chester April1 Kelly & Keene, Mold 

Hvanes, Fraxces Evien, Pelsall, Staffs March 25 Evans, Walsall 

Isaac, Ex.es, Clifton gardens, Maida vale March 31 Montagu, Bucklersbury 
Jackson, Witiiam Josern, Tutbury, Staffs, Gent Mar25 Small, Burton on Trent 


Kixo, Rosert Groner, Gosport, Master Shoemaker, Royal Marine Light Infantry Mar 
81 Puior, Portsmouth 

Lampert, Aanes Grove, \ prvpumananies Winterborne, St Martin, Dorset Mar 28 Symons 
& Sons, Dorcheste 

Leemine, THoMmas, Senehester, Engraver April 15 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Maxine, Frevenicx, Stutton, Suffolk, Gent Mar 23 King, Ipswich 

Maxwe t, Arcut1Ba.p, Clevedon, Somerset, Esq Mar 30 Hill & Maxwell, Chancery lane 


= Evay, Chariton st, Euston rd, Wholesale Milk Dealer AprilS Buchanan & 


nw ghall st 

Mercatr, Wi.1u1aM James, Clifton, Bristol, QC, Judge of County Courts Mar25 Clif- 
ton , Bristol 

Sieseonea, Hervext Preven kK, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker Mar 31 White & Co, 


ge row 
Pappy, Jouy, Birmingham Mar 31 Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 


Pasriy, Ex1as Wricurt, Cherryhinton, Cambs, Machinist Mar 31 Ginn & Matthew, 


bridge 
Perens, Warren, Ruthin, co Denbigh, Ironmonger April1 Kelly & Keene, Mold 


Reyyowps, Cuartns Hexny, Central Meat Market, Smithfield, Meat Salesman Mar 28 
Wilson, Bedford row 
Rong, Vimemra, The Common, Woolwich Mar18 Talbot & Tasker, Bedford row 


Ross, JAMES Cuanves, Parliament hill rd, Hampstead, Gent Mar 30 Cordwell, Old 
jeant’s inn 
Simson, Heruzipan, Ely April4 Archer & Son, Ely 


Grewase, Becane, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Tailor April 25 Cooper, Man- 


c r 
Taytor, Joun Bacsuaw, Scarborough, Esq April 29 Stenton & Co, Southwell, Notts 
Tweepate, Apranam A.rrep, Manchester, Merchant March 20 Sutton & Co, Man- 





ford row 
Hawkiys, Tuomasine, Herne Bay, Kent April1 Langlois & Co, Leadenhall st 


James, Tuomas, Cathedral and pistuepatitiend Church of Christ, Canterbury, Purveyor 
April15 Plummer & Fielding, Canterb wen 
Jamesoy, Racuet, Belvedere rd, Upper Norw May1 Dommett, Gresham st 


Joxes, Witu1aM, Tettenhall, Staffs April5 Riley & Co, Wolverhampton 
Kary, Josern, Gl ster, Wine Merchant Mar 30 Jones & Blakeway, Gloucester 


Kenprew, Jony, Marton, Lordship, nr Easingwold, Yorks,Farmer April15 Turnbull & 
Co, Scarboroug 


Manspen, a ama Geicheute, Yorks, retired Grocer April 10 Chambers & Chambers, 
Bri 

MELLor, ~ oy Manchester, Tailor Mar 21 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 

Moores, Witi14M, Daubhill, nr Bolton, Quilt Manufacturer Maris Eckersley, Bolton 

Morcan, Wiit1am, Raglan, Mon, Farmer May1 Watkins & Co, Pontypool 

Nicno.sox, Joux Frepericx, Harefield, Uxbridge, Gent May1 Hillearys, Fenchurch 

uildings 
Parry, Tuomas, Waltham, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders May1 Hillearys, Fenchurch 


buildings 
Pesxeratuer, Catnertxe, Mildmay pk, Islington April 30 Ellis & Ellis, Delahay st, 


Westminster 
Po._arp, Wittiam, Lambeth walk, Butcher Mar 30 Kempster, Lower Kennington lane 


Foam, Bevestih, St Stephen’s sq, Westbourne pk April 2 Few & Co, Surrey st, 
3t 





rani 

Rawson, Bennett, Iogoldmells, Lincs, Farmer April6 Tweed & Son, Horncastle 

Rosrxson, Cuarves, Bedford April3 Tebbs, Bedford 

Roonry, Ropert ALexanver, Bishopsgate st, Brush Manufacturer Mar 29 Sydney, 
Aldersgate st 

Sr.ves, Louisa, Hemsworth st, Hoxton April7 Ashley & Co, Frederick's pl, Old Jewry 

Snaw, Canotine Miyvig, Brighton April 8 Holmes & Son, Bedford row 

Sairn, ALrrep, Beckenham, Kent April17 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Graven. doen Wi uisner, Towcester, co Northampton, Grocer March 25 Howes & 
40, Towces 

Sripparp, Exvizaperu Paupenxce, Little Walsingham, Norfolk April 1 Cates & Co, 
Fakenbam ; 

Sroc —“— Josxpu, Guilden Morden, Cambs, Congregational Minister April 10 Hughes 

& Beadles, Bedford row and ston 

Srow, Ricuarp, Adlestrop, Glos, Farmer April5 Francis & Sons, Stow on the Wold 

Syainetoy, Rospert, Fair Lawn, nr Market Harborough, Captain in Ist Volunteer 
Battalion of Leicestershire iment March 15 Douglass, Market Harborough 

Tay or, Jouy, Shettield, Beerhouse Keeper March 21 Wilson, Sheffield 

hee High Wych, nr Sawbridgeworth, Herts, Baker April 4 Spence & Co, 

Watsue, Watter Hayiy, Hyde pk sq, Doctor of Medicine April 12 Nelson & Son, 


iman st, Doctor’s commons 
Wewnpr, Erxest Emit, Throgmorton avenue, Doctor of Civil Law March 31 Stokes & 








chester Co, Gt St Helens 
, ; Carr, Grongz Wappixerox, Knaresborough, Fastin Fiercuer, ALrrep, Birmingham, Machin ry Valuer Bir 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Licensed Victualler York Pet Mar7 Ord Bla: "Pet ‘Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 he sag : 


London Gazette.—Fuivay, Mar. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


mingham 
Cuarmax, Wittiam Anrruur, Salisbury, Cabinet ‘Maker | Geary, WwW late F; Northampton 
Salisbury Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 18. Or a. ms coms gor 3 


Pet Feb 15 Ord Ma: 


Aexaxver, Joux, Jewry st, Cork Manufacturer High Cnances, D, Chancery lane, Commission Agent High  Hanpuey, Frenne, Stockport, Labourer Oldham Pet 
Mar7 Ord Mar 7 


Court Pet Mar7 Ord Feb 8 


Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Mar 6 


Barner, Tomas, Leigh, Lancs, Joiner Bolton Pet Mar Cotemax, James Powew., and Tuomas Sraxpivan, Wal- | Hawxrys, Genmnas \ i Little Queen st, Edgware rd, 


8 Ord Mars worth rd, Printers High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar7 | 
Lace Maker Nuttingham Pet Mar 7 


Baxytox, Wituiam Henry, Leics, Baker Leicester Pet Corg, Joux, Nottingham, 
Maré Ord Mar 6 j Maré Ord Mar6 


Brexxeis, Wittiam Janes Arieck, Shaftesbury avenue, | Drew, Tuomas, Truro, Cornwall, Livery Stable Keeper | 
Mar7 


Operatic Artiste High Court Pet Jan19 Ord Mar 6 Truro Pet ‘Mar 2 ord 


Horse Dealer’s Commission Agent High Court Pet 
Ord Mar 7 
Hispert, Wirtiam, and Grorcz Goopwix, Hyde, 
brane ire, Hat Manufacturers args under Lyne aad 
bridge Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 


Bue ieh Jonnx, Cambridge rd, Bethnal Green, Grocer Dvuyx, 8i.as, West Bromwich, Forge Stock Taker West | | Hones s ase ears, Builder Dcodhenter Pet Mar 
Ord Mar 7 


h Court Pet Feb rs Ord Mar 6 Bromwich Pet Mar 7 
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Hvucusgs, Jouy, Lianllechid, Carnarvonshire 

I Cwmbwria, 8 ; vag rly 8 

SAAC, WILLIAM, wansea 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar ead 


8 
ee ge Glam, Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet 
1D, Masetes, 


Jones, en nin, Dolhyfryd, wysfach, pala 
“ee ioc and Bleue Festiniog Pi 


Joxxers, Frank, West Cowes, I W, Builder Newport and 
Ryde Pet Maré Ord Mar6 

Jonpix, WitttamM Tuomas, Aston, Warwickshire, Butcher 
Birmingham Pet Feb 15 Ord Mar 7 

Kew, Georos Cuanries, Gorleston, Norfolk, Brewer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Ksicut, Frevericx, The Grove, ~ em late Farrer 

‘ Hig son I Pet ~” 23 Or uonie - . ar 

zwis, Jonx Hueu, Liverpoo icitor verpoo! 

Feb 14 Ord Mars 


MALcoum, eae Aratoox, Threadneedle st, Bat 
Proprietor High Court’ Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 8 

Maxvow, Epwarp, Handsworth, Staffs, Glass Merchant’s 
Manager Birmingham Pet Jan 19 Ord Mar7 

Maxtivgavu, Watres, Feltham, 7 occupation Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Feb 15 Ord Mar 

McAvstaxge, D C, Adelaide py Merchant High Court 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar 8 

Nasu, B Frayxuix, Chancery late High Court Pet Jan 
16 Ord Mars 

Oxuey, Frepericx, Leeds, Sewing Machine Repairer 
Leeds Pet Mar6 Ord Maré 

Quixtan, Heyry J, Powis square, Bayswater,Gent High 
Court Pet Feb16 Ord Mar 8 

RalstTrick, ae Leeds, Sagtncer s Clerk Leeds Pet 

7 r7 

Rassox, Hexry Lovis, Ipswich, Grocer Ipswich Pet 
Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Raitt, Ricnarp, Hunslet, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 

Rirron, Atrrep ALBzrtT, Saffron ae. Le Tobacco- 
nist Cambridge Pet Mars Ord M 

Se.vey, Rosert Josern, Hockley, Birmingham, , Surgeon 
Dentist Birmingham Pet Mar7 

Sivp_e, Joun Georae, Winlaton Mill, co Durham, Inn- 
kee} Newcastle-on-Tyne Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 

Sitts, Witt1am, and Grorae Sits, * manieds Lines, Farmers 
Lincoln Pet Mar@ Ord Mar 

ee ~ Epwarp, Hartfield, ill late Farmer Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

Sp a | Tuomas, Rochdale, Cooper Oldham Pet Mar 6 

ré 


Wane, Seams sgaam, —< Witiiam a Rosixsoy, 

ion, No tons ire, Carpenters Northam: 

Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 es 

Wessrer, Henry, Titteshall, Norfolk, Butcher Norwich 
Pet Mar6 Ord Maré 

Wuirrex, Daviv Joet, Gravesend, late Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Rochester Pet Maré Ord Mar6 

Witsoy, Kennern, Birmingham, Draper Birmingham 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bairey, Georce Haray, Carshalton, Surrey, Grocer Mar 
17 at 11,30 24, Railway approach, Lon on Bridge 
Bau, Ricuarp, Southport, Slater Mar 20 at 2.30 Off 

36, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Baumer, ae Leigh, Lanes, Joiner Mar 17 at11 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

Bantox, Witt1am Hewry, Leicester, Baker Mar 17 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Barker, Apam, Penrith, Cumbrid, Innkeeper Mar 17 at 
8 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Boppam, CHar.es Witiiam, late St George’s sq, 
Delgo late Capt in the Army Mar 17 at 11 Banke 


ptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Com gh Wappixeton, Knaresborough, Yorks, 
Licensed Victualler Mar 21 at 12.30 vag! == 3 . York 
Catrermout, Exvizasets, Sloane st, pe Soe Dealer 
17 at12 Bankruptcy bl ae, st 


Cuarmay, WiLuiau meg = isbury, Cabinet Maker 
Mar 20 at3 Off Rec, Sali 
Coss, Atpert Epwanrp, Winboens Minster, Dorset, Baker 
Mar 17 at1 Off Rec, Salisbu: 
om“ Joun, late Market pl, Hendon, Draper Mar 17 at 
Off , 95, Temple chm’ Temple avenue 
oan. Juny, Nottingham , Lace er —— 17 ati2 Off 
Ree, 8 t Peter’ 's Church walk, Ni 
Cox, AP, Da Pp Denbigh pl March 17 at 2:30 Bankruptcy 
Carey st 
Cave Eowin Lixw ELLYN, Wakefield, Joiner March 17 
D atl . ng me ter, = 
Avies, Davip, Liwynricket vey, Carmarthenshire, 
pgm ae March 18 at 12° Off Ree, 11, Quay 
8 
Davies, Wits Heyry coy mon 2 a ten Pont 
Glam, Grocers March 17 Meee raat 
Dew1s, Hexry, Coventry, Coal Merchant” eves 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford’ st, Coventry 
ee eee Joux, Southborough, Kent, Grocer March 17 at 
Spencer Hother, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge 


Wells 
Firt, Axniz, Southsea, Widow March 21 at 4 Off Rec, 
Cambri Portsmouth 


ridge ‘oo < 
Grecory, ex Coleshil Coxwell, Berks, Farmer 
21 at 11 Cooun Hotel, Faringdon 
Gaimwoop, Densis, One Tailor March 21 at 8 Off 
» 29, Queen st, Cardi 
Haut, Hesry Georar, ~ dee Minster, Dorset, Watch- 
maker 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Havers, Tuomas Forster, Norwich, Pawnbroker Mar 17 
at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Axrox, Stopford rd, Walworth, Waiter Mar 21 at 
2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bt Joux, Accrington. Dra; Mar 20 at 3.30 Off 
Rec, Ogden’s ro Bridge ist st, Manchester 
, Cheshire, 


Hissert, Witt1am, and on Gooown, 
Hat Manufacturers 17 at 8 ’s chmbrs, 





Hitt, Josern, Wells, Grocer Mar 17 

Cat, earn, Retathe ee Meant Pienooh Tunbridge 

Jam D ey ea Son, Bowe pete Mar 21 at 
2.30 Queen st, Cardiff 

PvE. ‘cet "Th Millom, Cumbrld, Shepherd 
Mar 20 Whitehaven 


20 at 12.15 67, Duke st, 
Jouysox, Trrus, Staffs, Grocer Mar 28 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Wol 


see a West Cowes, I W, Vo Mar 20 at 
Hol neon’ — = = 
Siena Cuagies, Wi Fingham, Kent, Farmer 
at3 Oa en, 15,0. oo Canterbury 
Leacu, Georce ALFRep, Led Hants, Upholsterer 
Mar 21 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 
M oo nputh Do: Li al, © ission Agent 
ARTIN, JOHN eran v , Commission 
Mar 20at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st , Liverpool 


McAut, Gitpert, and Hazgry Tuomas. Wipvesoy, Blake 


nr Parkstone, P 


Dene, , Schoolmasters Mar 17 at 
1230 Off Rec, Saltsbasy 

Merepirs, Samvet, Taleteuntine, Herefordshirs, Grocer 
Mar 18 at 12.30 18, Corn Leominster 

Mittwarp, Moses, Roalanerehragog. nr Ruabon, Den- 

Provision Merchant 17 at 12 The 
, Wrexham 

Ports, (Gronor, Bl ee. ye Hardwareman Mar 

17 


Newcastle on Tyne 
Ranson, Hexry a > Sane Mar 18 ai 10 30 
, Princes st, 


SELL0, Eowano, Fin Lemavonl A 
17 at 12 

Sippiz, Joux Grorcs, Winlaton oY Ain co Durham, Ian- 
k Mar 17 at 11 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 


on 

SiLts, Wrutr am, and Gores S118, Tumby, Lincs, Farmers 
Mar 23 at 12.50 Off Rec, Lincoln 

Srowett, Curtstoruer,-Braiford, Butcher Mar 21 at 12 
0 Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

TArYLor, Ricwarp, Granville rd rd, Leytonstone, Metal Mer- 
chant Mar 20 at 2.30 Bankru aay Sl, Cane 

Taacry, Henny Pace, ——. rd, beens 

Mar 20 at12 Bankru 


wea” Hewry, Tinlenall, i Norfolk, + Mar 18 
at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Wuirrex, Davip Jost, Gravesend, late Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Mar 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 

bets <r = a ARLES, Blackley, Manchester, Builder 
Mar 17 at 3.30 "a chmbra, Bridge st st, Mane! hester 

Witrorp, Tuomas, Horsforth, Yorks, Grocer Mar 17 at 11 

Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bacu, Jouyx Roserrs, Worcester, Glove Manufacturer 
Worcester Pet Jan28 Ord March 3 

Bavmer, Tuomas, Leigh, Lancs, Joiner Bolton Pet March 
8 Ord March 8 

Carcurote, Tuomas, Whepstead and Depden, Suffolk, 
Farmer Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Feb 28 Ord March 8 

Cuarman, Wituiam Arravr, ape ae Cabinet Maker 
gp it Pet March 6 Ord March 

Corr, Jonx, Ni m, Lacemaker Nottingham Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 

Ds, Morsy, Monsieur le ‘Comte, Bristol Hotel, Burling- 
ton-gdos High Court Pet Oct 3 wy ts March 8 


ror lane Caney ot Picture D2aler Mar 


Drearer, Hexry rm Hea: thfield, Farmer 
Eastbourne ang tan wes Pet Feb 18 ond d March 6 
Drew, THomas, Cornwall, Livery Stable Meagan 


Truro Pet March 2 h 2 Ord March 7 
Dusx, Sivas, Petron Bromwich, Forge Stocktaker West 
wey Bromwich Pet March 4 Ord March 7 peas 
wash, HARLES, Kingston upon Thames, Mineral Wa 
_ fe Gageenmtoa, Be Pet = 2 Ord 


7 
Fiercuer, gg m+ Valuer 
ham met Ord Mano 


Birming) 
Fricker, Hersert con ,&-+- | ae Timber 
Merchant , Surrey aa Ord March 6 
Grover, CHARLES, —_ ae Farmer Peterborough 
Pet Feb 10 Ord March 


Hanpiey, Tuomas Stockport, Labourer Oldham Pet 
March 7 Ord March 7 


Haweatss, Cuanies Envest, Little Queen str 

road, Horse Dealer’s Commission Se ee think Done 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Hicks, Atrrep Joux, Dalston lane, Builder High Court 
Ord Dec 24 Pet Mar 4 


Hvueuss, Joux, Lianllechid, Carnarvonshire, 
Mar? Ord Mar7 
James, Davin, seers Glam, Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Maré Ord Mar 6 


Jouxsoy, Trrvus, Bilston, iat, Grocer Wolverhampton 
Ord Feb 15 


Eglwysfach, tech, Denbighshire, 


aaa pena Builder Newport and Ryde 
ONKERS, Frank ‘owes, e 
Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 
Kew, Groner Cures, Gorleston, Norfolk, Brewer Great 
Meret Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 
TTON, ELBURY, ', 
Sees Se see mae 


f Pet Mar 8 
Oxuzy, Frepenick, 
Leeds Pet 


Pet 
JonEs, Panel 4 Dalhytry 


=} Sewing Machine Repairer 
Porrer, H gg Croydon Ord 
eR, HERBeRr, ’ 
Feb 25 Pet Mar 7 
Enugineer’s Clerk Leeds Pet 
Raxsoy, Hewry Louis, Ipswich, Grocer Ipswich Pet 
Mar7 Ord Mar7 —_ 
Riatt, Ricnarp, Hunslet, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 


Ricuarpsox, Georcz Know es, Birmingham, Tailor Bir- 
mingkam Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar7 


Ricxanrps, Crait Heyry, by retired in 
zAnoe, Or Brighton, Major 


Feb 9 Ord Mar 6 
er balider 


oe Tere Odie ee 


Raistaicx, Wrii1am, Leeds, 
Mar 7’ Ord Mar 7 











Roosrs, Groncs Porsoxsy, Craven Salop, Corn Mer- 
snc rains Winketon o> Deke, te 
 Neweastle on Tyne Pet ré Ord Mar 6 


8 and Georcs 8: 
“tincda Pa Mere Ont Marg 
a JANE one Sa ont Mayr aad Chester, Fruiterers 


me... - nt Glanville tT S tonstone, Metal Mer- 

thane High Gourt Pet Beb 1 "Ord Mar'd 
Wann, BL. Lad and Wittiam Joux Roptxsoy, 
Carpenters Northampton 


Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 28 
Wensrze, Heyry, Titteshall, Norfolk, Butcher Norwich 
Pet 6 Ord Maré 


Were, Heyny Gisvs, Edgbaston, Draper Birmingham 
Pet Feb8 Ord Mar7 

Wuirrex, Davip Jot, Gravesend, late ye bagel 
Manufactu Rochester Pet Mar 6 Ord 


rer 

Witasame, Evax Morais, Dethenia, Bincus 
Merioneth, Root Dealer Blaenau Festiniog Pet Feb 
22 Ord Mar 6 


London Gazette—Tursvay, March 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avxr, Davin, Leeds, Sli Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Mar OrdMard 


Axpersoy, Janes, Lower Broughton, Salford, Agent Sal- 
ford. Ord Mar 10 


Axpersey, Jonayx _ RR Great Grimsby, Cabinet 
Great Grimsby Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 
Bayty, Eowarp James, Li Electrical 
Li Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
Bopry, aun, Poe py Fender Manufacturer Dudley 
Pet Mar 


Browy, Epwarp, Mcuntein Ash, Glam, Blacksmith Aber- 
dare Pet Mari0 Ord Mar lv 
Carrer, Wicuam, Balsall Heath, Wores, Builder Bir- 
Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 
Cooxry, Epwarp Gissox, Leeds, Warehouseman Leeds 
Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 


CorrizLp, Gora Port. Tennant, Swansea, Accountant 
G . w it 9 On Bare Publican Canterbury 
Rant, Wituiam Jony ublican 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 
Gearss, Harry Ceci, dente. ele of Wight, Wine 
Merchant Newport and 


Morehe Ryde Pet Mar 11 Ord 
Gray, R A, Melrose, Staines, Captain Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Dee 14 Ord’ Mar 10 


Garey, Jouy ieee, la oi. Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
G Le tanng Hh my date: Cheep st, i 
nivviTus, Lewis ie Bow. 
tractor , Pet Mar 10 Ord Feb we 


Gurreaiper, Ricnarp ng Rok, Brook st, Susenine sq, 
Physician High Court Pet Mar 11 “nd Mar li 
Harrison, Wittiam Apriesy, Gracechurch st, Gent High 

Court Pet Mar10 Ord Jan 23 
Hearn, Tuomas Stanway, 


Ivouam, Harnisoy, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Grocer Halifax 
Pet Mar9 Ord 


Mar 9 
saa bee, te Iron Merchants 
Sheffield Pet Mar 11 


Westminster, 

Court Pet Mari0 Ord Feb 23 

Jennixas, Jomx, Grocer 
Ord Mar 


’ late 

ht Court Pet 9 Ord 

Lowe, Ricuarp, West Green rd, Tottenham, Corn Chand- 
ler Court 


Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar il 
Lyng, Ja Pi Carpenter East Stonehouse Pet 


il Mar 11 
McKerrow, Gavin, Li Draper Liverpool Pet 
March 10 Ord March 10 
ee ES Se ees Dealer York Pet March 


Monais, T) F N 
eo een ame, Famer Betengen 


—_ — Cu. Low_ Walker, Grocer 

ennai on ven Pee Sanh heed eek ae 

Seam Gee Tuomas, Caledonian Manufacturer 
High Court Pet March 11 Ord March 11 


Pu James, Seacombe, 
"Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Rawcusrrs, Jonx, Preston, Monumental Mason Preston 


Pet March 1 19, Ord March 10 <. 
Reap, Tuomas RY, Brassfounder 

mingham Pet Feb 28 Ord Masch 10 : 
necmee thaliana nr Halifax, Beer- 

house Keeper Halifax’ Pet 10 Cok Rowe 


8c: » Monirz India Rubber 
"Sterchant High Coutt Pet March 9. “Ord March 9 


Conca Jet rm, Wigan, Retarant Proprietor Wigan 


Senn, C, Uppee Tatas oh Boston ot Oem Doster High 
Srencer, Farperice = Wesie | Eastcheap, Geat High 


Court Pet Dec 10 

one or ne eee Sem ee 
TRE BRT, Ee Satan 
‘aes sane 
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Tayton, oe i Leicester, late Butcher Lelecsten Pet 

T o a E Dewsb y 

‘oLsox, Cuartes Epwarp ews! “a arn Spinner 
Dews' ~~ 3 9 Ord Mar 

Wesrexsy, Cuartes Apert, Hagworthingham, Lines, 
Farmer Lincoln Pet Mar 9 

Wixcock, Invixz, Little Horton, Bradford, "Sales Brad- 
ford Pet Marii Ord Mar 11 

Wi.uis, Busert Dyerr, Cheltenham, Carrier Cheltenham 
Pet Feb 3 Ord ar7 

Woop, Wituiam, Eastney, Hants, Builder 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Mar 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


en Samet Je st, Cork Manufacturer Mar 21 
atl kruptey bldgs, Carey st 
camer, oo ewton Bewley, co Durham, Farmer Mar 
22 at 3 Off Rec. 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Pa Tuomas, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, Painter 
Mar 22 at .s Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Ramsaeen CuHaR_es THoRNTON, Armley, nr Leeds, for- 
merly Provision Merchant ‘Mar 22 at 11 Off Ree, 
Trinity house lane, Hull 
Bextiey, Hopvasoyx, Heckmondwike, Publican Mar 21 at 
3 Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
mers 5 Dudley, Fender Manufacturer Mar 21 
at 10 
Boosry, Wim, Mad 
lisher Mar 21 at 3 
Temple avenue 
Wittram James Ariecx, Eccentric Club, 
Shaftesbury avenue, Operatic Artiste Mar 24 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
een te Epwarp, Chippenban, Wilts, Corn Mer- 
—_ ‘ar 22 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


Portsmouth 


Off "Rec, 


Buroess, Joun, Cambridge rd, Bethnal Green, Grocer 
March 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Burrerwortu, Epamuyp, Rochdale, Painter March 21 at 


11.45 Townhall, Rochdale 


Camprett, WILLIAM "Cecn, Darwen, Professional Football | 


Player March 29 at 1.30 County Court house, Black- 


burn 
Carter, Joun, Hauxwell, RS O, Yorks, Farmer March 
27 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 
Cuares, D, Chancery lane, Commission Agent 
at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Crane, Jonxn Tuomas, late of Bath, Commercial Traveller | 
March Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol | 


22 at 1 
JAMES 
bid; caren a 
g8, et 
Crocxes, <Ausert Josern Swanrtoy, 
Somerset, Butcher March 22 at 12.45 
chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Dopp, James Baixes, Liverpool, Cope March 22 at 3 
Off , 35, Victoria st, Live: 
Daearer, Hexry JAMES, Heathfiel - Farmer March 
27 at 12 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 
Drew, Tromas, Truro, Cornwall, Livery Stable Keeper 
Mar 21 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Evans, Bicnarp Werstry, Mountain Ash, Glam, Butcher 
at2 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Finnzy, Atrrep Wi.iiam, New Bond st, Tailor 
22 at Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Granam, Ropert Mitvar, Barrow in Furness, Joiner Mar 
24at11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 


CoLEeMAN, Powerit, and Tuomas Sranpivay, 
Walwo: Printers March 24 at12 Bankruptcy 

Glastonbury, 
Off Rec, Ban 


March 24 | 


Mar | 


| 
j 
| 
| 
| 


sey rd, Ealing, late Music Pub- 
95, Temple chmbrs, 


Grant, Witu1am Jony, Deal, Kent, Publican Mar 24 at | 
1 


Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Hanaoow AY, Joun Henny, Hanging Heaton, Yorks, Travel- 
ling: Draper Mar 21 at 4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


ey 
i Joux, Bethesda, Lianllechid, Carnarvonshire, 
an Mar 22at12 Railway Hotel, Bangor 
yt Ovenden, nr Halifax, Grocer Mar 22 
ff Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
esman Mar 22 at 


ee am, 
t 11 


Jouxton, x. FRED, Fulham rd, Fruit Sal 


y bldgs, Care st 
pee. Jox Bankruptcy bidgs Lee 


Mar 21 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Joyce, Epowaarp, Werneth, Oldham, late Saddler Mar 22 
at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Kysicut, Frepenick, the Grove, Boltons, late Farmer Mar 
21 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Matcoim, James Aratoon, 
Proprietor Ma r23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Marsu, Grorce, Black Boy lane, West Green, Tottenham, 
Painter Mar 22 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 





McAu sax, D -D G, Adelaide po Merchant Mar 23 at 12 | Fommznes, Form maman, Grocer Sheffield Pet March it 
Meers, Sv a. "York, Provision Dealer Mar 23 at 12.30 | Jonmes, Witutaw 0 Taomas, Aston, La ig Butcher 


Off Rec, Y 

Nasu, B Feaxxury, Chancery lane Mar 22 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptecy bldgs, Carey st 

Ox.ey, Freperick, Leeds, Sewing Machine Repairer Mar | 
21 at12 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Procrorn, Jouxy Warram, Rushden, Northa 
Grocer Mar 21 at 12.30 County Court bl 
thampton 

Quixtan, Henry J, Powis sq, Bayswater, Gent Mar 22 at | 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey s; 

Rickarps, Cyr Hexry, West Brighton, retired Major in 
the Army Mar 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, 24, Railway ap- 
proach, London Bridge 

Rirpon, Atrrep Asert, Saffron Walden, Essex, Tobac- 
conist Mar 27 at 3.15 Rose and Crown Hotel, Saffron 
Walden 

Roperts, Frepericx Jouyx, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Beerhouse | 
—— Mar 22 at 11.30 Off Ree, Townhall chmbrs, | 

ifax 


<1 eam ra 
Nor- 


Ross, Epwarp, Milnrow, ae Rattan, Farmer Mar 21 at | 


11.15 Townhall, 
Saar, Enaar, Claremont 

23 at 12 "Baukru 
Suepnerp, Anyiz, 

at 11 Court house, King st, Wi 
Ta.tsot, Martin Ricnarp, 


oo, Surbiton, Builder March 
Carey st 


i Herefordshire, 


"Wiexn ‘Hestanrant Keeper March 21 | 


| 


} 


| 


irming! Pet Feb 15 Ord March 

Kenvyn, Georae, Lower Grange, Cardiff, . te Cardiff 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Kiesy, Georce, East Langdon, Kent, Farmer Canterbury 
Pet March rd March 10 

| Kyu, Joux Appieyarp, Gt Grimsby, Bootmaker Gt 
Grimsby Pet Ord March 

Leacu, George Atrrep, Buckland, om, Upholsterer 
Portsinouth Pet Feb 20 Ord March 

| Lowe, Ricnarp, West Green rd, Tottenham, Corn Chandler 
Hi gh Court Pet March 11 Ord Mareh 11 

Lyyr, rane Plymouth, + wed East Stonehouse Pet 
March 10 Ord March 1 

McA.t, Giteert, and a Tuomas Wippgsoyx, Blake 
Dene, nr Parkstone, Poole, Schoolmasters Poole Pet 
Feb 20 Ord March 9 

ee foe pam, be Provision Dealer York Pet March 


pat, Tuomas, Keyston, Hunts, Farmer Northampton 
Pet March 8° Ord March 8 
Moras. J B, Cardiff, Fruiterer Cardiff Pet Feb 28 Ord 
ar 9 


| Murray, Cuartes, Low Walker, od er Grocer 


| Newman, Tuomas, Caledonian rd, 


Timber Merchant March 23at3 Off Rec, 45, Copen- 


hagen st, Worcester 


Tayior, Wit1i1aM, Leicester, late Butcher March 21 at | 


12.30 Off Rec, 84, Friar lane, Leicester 


Tomas, Saran Any, Pontyeymmer, nr Bridgend, Glam, | 


Grocer March 24at3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Tuornunitt, Grorce, Wetley Rocks, nr Bucknall, Staffs, 
-poomal March 21 at 11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under 
ayme 

Westersy, Cuartes Apert, Hagworthingham, Lincs, 
Farmer March 23 at12 Off Rec, Lincoln 

Witirams, Ann, Merthyr Tydfil, Draper March 21 at 12 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

W118, Witsox, Darlington, Baker March 22at3 Off 
Re>, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axper, Davin, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

ALEXANDER, Jony, Jewry street, Cork Manufacturer 
High Court Ord Feb8 Pet Mar 10 

ANDERSEN, JoHAN GorttrreD, Great ints, nian 
Maker Great Grimsby Pet Mar9 Ord Ma 

Barser, Davip, Manchester, Maker up te nt Ord 
Feb8 Pet Mar 9 

Barty, Epwarp James, 
Liverpool Pet Mar 10 

Berrsoum, Jurivs, A 
Court Ord Sept 27 Pet Mar 10 

Browy, Epwarp, Mountain Ash, a Blacksmith Aber- 
dare Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 

Burcess, Joux, Cambridge ad Bethnal Green, Grocer 
High Court Ord Feb 22 Pet Mar 10 

CARPENTER, WiLL1AM GeoraGe, Eastbourne, Wine Merchant 
Eastbourne Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 9 

C.owes, Mary, New wi Ee yt Fruiterer Bir- 
kenhead Pet Feb24 Ord M 

Cotemay, James Powk tt, and Sess Sranpivay, Wal- 
a rd, Printers High Court Pet Feb 2 Ord 

ar 10 

Cooney, powane Gissoy, Leeds, Warehouseman Leeds 

Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 


Live 1, Electrical Engineer 
Ord Mar 10 . 


| CorFig.p, Semen, Port aa, Deen, Accountant 


Machinery Merchant 


Swansea PetMar9 Ord M 

Geary, WILLIAM, Gomatey, che , Northampton 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Mar1 

Grant, WILLIAM JOHN, Dea, Kent, Publican Canterbury 
Pet Mar 7 Ord Ma 

Grares, Harry Cecit, ) I W, Wine Merchant 
nag and Ryde Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 11 

Green, Joun Henry 

Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 


| Hatt, Hexry Georcr, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Watch- 


Threadneedle st, Newspaper | 


maker Poole Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar8 
Hemineway, Joun Henry, Hanging Heaton, nr Dewsbury. 


| Sueruerp, a 
Pet Mar 


| Totsox, Cuartes Epwarp, 


Austinfriars, | ab Promoter High 


, [Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds | 


Travelling Draper Dewsbury Pet Mar8 Ord Maré | 


Incuam, Harrison, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Grocer Halifax 
Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 


{ 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet Marii Ord Mar1 

Boot. * 

Court Pet Mari1 Ord Mar 11 

Blyth, Northumbrid, Hardwareman, 
Pet Feb17 Ord "Mar 9 

ton, Monumental Mason Preston 


High 
Ports, Grorat, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
Rawcuirre, Jouy, 
"et Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
Rirroy, Atrrep Apert, Saffron Walden, Reem, Tobac- 
conist Cambridge PetMar7 Ord Mar 1 
Se.vey, Ronert Joseru, Birmingham, ot Dentist 
Birmingham Pet Ord Mar 10 
Wi » Wigan, Restaurant Proprietor Wigan 
et 
Sippaway, Th, Wi111am, Southport, late Ironfounder 
West Bromwich Pet Jan16 Ord Mar 9 
Spencer, Tuomas, Rochdale, Cooper Oldham Pet Mar 6 
rd Mar 9 
Taytor, Wit.1am, Leicester, late Butcher 
Mar9 Ord Mar 9 


Tuornnitt, Grorcz, Wetley Rocks, nr Bucknall, Staffs, 
Farmer Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Feb 15 
Ord Mar 11 


Leicester Pet 


Yarn Spinner 


Builder 


Dewsbury, 

Dewsbury Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Waren, Water Harvey, Eastleigh, 
Southampton Pet Nov 21 Ord Mar 9 

We tts, Caarves Devitie, late Gt — st, Financier 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Ma: 

Wesrersy, Cuartes Apert, Slamtenthinetion:. Lines, 
Farmer Lincoln Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Wuirtxey, Joux Taomas, Burton Latimer, Northampton- 
shire, "Builder Northampton Pet Feb 11 Ord Mar 11 

Witsox, Kexnetu, Birmingham, Draper Birmingham 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar9 


ze, 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 20.—Messrs. Bate & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Property (see advertise- 
ment, March 11, p. 4). 

March D1. —Messrs. Cuaries & Tusss, at the Mart, E.C, 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, 


*h 23.—Messrs. Farrprorugr, Exvis, Clark, & Co. ’ at 
the Mart, E.C., Freehold Mansion and Grounds (see 
advertisement, Feb. 18, p. 276). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
_eppliediion be made direct to the chceenneil 

















SOLICITORS’ 


BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 





INSTITUTED 18658. 


‘or the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 





The Seventiern Hatr-Yzearty Generar Meerttnc of the Mempers of this Association will be held at the Law 
Instrrvtion, Chancery-lane, London, on WepnespAy, Marcu 22np, to receive from the Board their Half-Yearly Report, 
(with a statement of Accounts for the financial year ending December 31st, 1892), and for the transaction of other General 
Business. 


The Chair will be taken at Two o’Crock p.m. 


9, Currrorn’s Inn, Lonvon, E.C., February 27th, 1893. JAMES THOMAS SOOTT, Secretary. 








